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Abstract 
of a thesis submitted in partial fulfilment of the 
requirements for the Degree of Master of Commerce and 
Management 
The relationships between products’ hedonic and utilitarian values 
and three word of mouth variables 
By 
Khalid Alsulaiman 
Word of mouth (WOM) research and word of mouth marketing are often associated with 
two challenges. The first challenge stems from inconsistent findings in previous research 
about WOM drivers. The second challenge is the difficulty for marketing professionals to 
anticipate WOM processes. Anticipating consumers’ WOM is difficult because consumers’ 
WOM occurs in the consumers’ private lives. 
The current research aims to address the two challenges noted above by joining a recent 
research stream that focuses exclusively on the inherent relationships between products and 
consumers’ WOM behaviour. The main premise of the current research is that if a 
relationship between products or product values and WOM activities does exist, then this 
would give the marketer a greater chance of predicting consumers’ WOM activities. 
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In the current research, products are represented by their hedonic and utilitarian values, 
whereas consumers’ WOM behaviours are represented by three variables; WOM spread, 
WOM request, and WOM influence. Hedonic and utilitarian values of products are chosen 
because they seem to be the best reference to what a product is. A number of relationships 
between each of those two values and each of the WOM variables investigated in the study 
are proposed. Some of these relationships are postulated as direct relationships, and some 
are proposed as mediated by the variable of performance risk. 
To test the hypothesised relationships, a correlational research design is used in which the 
research instrument, a self-administered questionnaire, collected data from 294 participants. 
The research found a considerable contrast between hedonic values and utilitarian values in 
predicting consumers’ WOM spread. Such contrast was less pronounced in predicting 
consumers’ WOM request and WOM influence. Nevertheless, the moderate contrast 
between hedonic and utilitarian values in predicting WOM request and WOM influence 
could be of significance in guiding future research. The variable of performance risk was not 
found to be a mediator in the research model. Results are discussed and compared to 
previous findings from the literature. Additionally, implications and opportunities for future 
research are suggested. 
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1 Chapter One: 
Introduction 
Despite the importance of consumers’ word of mouth (WOM) behaviour, research on this 
phenomenon faces two challenges. The first is the difficulty for marketing professionals to 
anticipate consumers’ WOM behaviour. The second is represented by some of the 
inconsistent findings in regard to WOM drivers. 
The current research argues that these two challenges can possibly be overcome by focusing 
on the inherent relationship between product values (i.e., hedonic and utilitarian) and WOM 
activities. In other words, this study will try to find out whether there are variations in 
consumer’s WOM behaviour that are dependent on the consumer’s perceptions of the 
hedonic and the utilitarian nature of products. This argument will be elaborated on in the 
third section of this introductory chapter. 
Seeking to capture a rich picture of consumers’ WOM behaviour, the current study focuses 
on three WOM variables. The first WOM variable is labelled “WOM spread”, which pertains 
to the consumer’s behaviour of offering WOM messages. The second WOM variable is 
labelled “WOM request”, which refers to the consumer’s behaviour of asking for WOM 
messages. The third WOM variable is labelled “WOM influence”, which represents the effect 
of received WOM messages on the consumer’s behaviour. 
This introductory chapter comprises three sections. In the first section, consumers’ WOM is 
defined. The section also presents a brief introduction to some critical aspects of the 
construct of WOM. The second section contains a brief overview of the importance of WOM. 
In the third section, the research problem is introduced in more detail, followed by a brief 
summary and a brief overview of the subsequent chapters in the thesis. 
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1.1 Defining word of mouth 
A few definitions of WOM can be found in the literature. Westbrook (1987) defines WOM as 
“informal communications directed at other consumers about the ownership, usage, or 
characteristics of particular goods and services and/or their sellers” (p. 261). This definition 
of WOM might imply that all kinds of interpersonal communication directed at consumers 
can be considered WOM, regardless of whether the source of the communication is 
independent from the product or not. Under this definition, referral programmes where 
consumers are recruited and paid money by a company to spread positive WOM messages 
about the company’s products would be regarded as WOM. Similarly, reciprocal referrals 
where a company refers its customers to another company in exchange for that company 
referring its customers to it  would also be regarded as WOM according to the above cited 
definition (Buttle, 1998; Stokes & Lomax, 2002). 
Nevertheless, some scholars distinguish between consumers’ WOM and WOM that is 
motivated by corporate influence (Buttle, 1998; Harrison-Walker, 2001; Lang, 2010). This 
view seems to hold credence because a positive WOM message about a particular brand that 
is articulated voluntarily by a consumer is something different and perhaps more important 
than a WOM message that is motivated by money. Such distinction between volunteered 
WOM and company-sponsored WOM can be found in other definitions of WOM. For 
example, one of the earliest and most cited definitions of WOM is the definition suggested 
by Arndt (1967). Arndt (1967) defines WOM as “oral person-to-person communication 
between a perceived non-commercial communicator and a receiver concerning a brand, a 
product, or a service offered for sale” (p. 190). This definition clearly draws the distinction 
between intrinsically motivated WOM and extrinsically motivated WOM. 
However, with the advent of the internet, there was a need to update Arndt’s (1967) 
definition. This is so because nowadays two remotely distant consumers can exchange their 
views and opinions with only a mouse click or a screen touch. Furthermore, this instant 
communication does not have to be oral. To account for these technological developments 
in communication, two updated versions of Arndt’s (1967) definition of WOM were 
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suggested by Harrison-Walker (2001) and Stokes and Lomax (2002). Harrison-Walker (2001) 
defines WOM as “informal person-to-person communication between a perceived non-
commercial communicator and a receiver regarding a brand, a product, an organisation, or a 
service” (p. 63). Alternatively, Stokes and Lomax (2002) define WOM as “interpersonal 
communication regarding products or services where the receiver regards the communicator 
as impartial” (p. 350). 
While the two definitions of Harrison-Walker (2001) and Stokes and Lomax (2002) seem to 
be in agreement to a large extent, they can be merged and further refined. In Harrison-
Walker’s (2001) definition, it is not clear why WOM is described as informal. It is intuitively 
acknowledged that WOM is likely to occur in informal circumstances between friends and 
family members. However, it is not inconceivable that WOM could also happen in a formal 
way. “Which?” magazine stands as a good example of an independent not-for-profit third 
party whose primary formal job is to provide consumers with independent advice. 
Accordingly, perhaps WOM does not have to be characterised entirely as informal. On the 
other hand, Stokes and Lomax’s (2002) definition limits WOM to only products and services 
but does not include brands or organisations. By taking into account these two observations 
and by merging the two above cited definitions, WOM in the current research is defined as 
interpersonal communication regarding a brand, a product, or an organisation, where the 
receiver regards the communicator as impartial. 
Two aspects by which consumers’ WOM is often characterised are timing and valence 
(Buttle, 1998). WOM timing refers to the time by which the WOM behaviour occurs relative 
to purchasing or consumption (Buttle, 1998). Two WOM behaviours can be identified in this 
regard; WOM spread and WOM request. WOM spread refers to consumers disseminating 
WOM messages to others post-consumption. WOM request refers to consumers asking 
others for WOM messages pre-consumption. It is important to note the post-consumption 
aspect in WOM spread and the pre-consumption aspect in WOM request. These two aspects 
seem to be in line with the classification of WOM as input WOM and output WOM (Bone, 
1995; Buttle, 1998; Stokes & Lomax, 2002; Stokes, Syed, & Lomax, 2002). 
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Input WOM is when the consumer seeks advice prior to the purchase decision (Buttle, 1998; 
Stokes, et al., 2002). Output WOM is when the consumer relays his or her consumption 
experience to others subsequent to purchasing or consuming. Describing WOM spread as a 
post-consumption activity and WOM request as a pre-consumption activity seems to be a 
valid approach. However, researchers should not ignore investigating pre-consumption 
WOM spread and post-consumption WOM request. These not-well-researched WOM 
behaviours would be an interesting research avenue to pursue, but they are outside the 
scope of this present study. This study focuses only on post-consumption WOM spread and 
pre-consumption WOM request. 
The valence of consumers’ WOM refers to the favourableness and unfavourableness of the 
WOM message (Buttle, 1998; File, Cermak, & Prince, 1994). A WOM message can be either 
favourable (i.e., positive) or unfavourable (i.e., negative) (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Duan, 
Gu, & Whinston, 2008; Mazzarol, Sweeney, & Soutar, 2007; Sweeney, Soutar, & Mazzarol, 
2005; Zeelenberg & Pieters, 2004). Examples of positive WOM include the consumer 
conveying his or her positive attitude towards a product to a friend either in person or 
through the social media (Fong & Burton, 2006). Another example of positive WOM is when 
the consumer recommends the product to a friend (De Matos & Rossi, 2008). 
In opposition, negative WOM occurs when the consumer expresses his or her negative 
attitude towards a product to a friend either in person or through the social media (Fong & 
Burton, 2006). Another example of negative WOM is when the consumer discourages a 
friend from purchasing the product (De Matos & Rossi, 2008). Previous research indicates 
that the valence of WOM occurs with the behaviour of WOM spread but not with the 
behaviour of WOM request (Buttle, 1998; Stokes, et al., 2002). This view seems to be a valid 
point as it is almost inconceivable that a consumer would request positive WOM exclusively, 
or that the consumer would request negative WOM exclusively. 
In addition to spreading and requesting WOM messages, previous WOM research has often 
focused on the influence of WOM messages (Bansal & Voyer, 2000; Brown & Reingen, 1987; 
Burzynski & Bayer, 1977; File, Judd, & Prince, 1992; Murray, 1991; Zeithaml, 1981). In the 
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current research, this aspect of WOM is termed WOM influence. WOM influence refers to 
the impact of the WOM message on the receiver of WOM. Similar to the valence of WOM 
spread, a WOM message can also have a positive or negative influence on the receiver of the 
message (Bansal & Voyer, 2000; Cheng, 2007). The consumer’s decision to purchase a 
product based on a WOM message the consumer received is an example of a positive 
influence of WOM. By the same token, the consumer’s decision not to purchase a product 
based on a WOM message the consumer received is an example of a negative influence of 
WOM. 
1.2 Significance of word of mouth 
Although the marketing literature began to highlight the importance of WOM in the late 
1940s (Buttle, 1998), marketers have paid attention to the importance of WOM as early as 
1905 (Biyalogorsky, Gerstner, & Libai, 2001). The marketing literature is replete with data 
and anecdotes on the significance of consumers’ WOM behaviour (Stokes & Lomax, 2002). 
For example in the 1950s, it was found that WOM was the primary factor that motivated 
consumers to switch brands, compared to other factors such as personal selling and 
advertising (Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955). In the 1970s, it was reported that WOM had more 
impact on consumers’ attitudes in comparison to advertising (Day, 1971). In the 1990s, the 
surfing behaviour of 57% of Internet users was driven largely by WOM recommendations 
(Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). More recently, it was reported that consumers’ WOM behaviour 
had an impact on two thirds of the U.S. economy (Dye, 2000). 
This significance of WOM is mainly due to the credibility of the WOM source in the 
communication channel (Harrison-Walker, 2001; Murray, 1991). Information received from 
friends tends to be perceived as more trustworthy than information coming from 
commercial sources (Bristor, 1990). This appears to be so because information that is 
generated by commercial sources is perceived to be motivated by biased commercial 
interests, whereas friends tend to be viewed as more independent and unbiased (Chung & 
Tsai, 2009; Lin & Fang, 2006). Therefore, comparative information across different product 
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alternatives is likely to be better received from friends more than from commercial sources 
(Bristor, 1990). 
From a marketing professional’s view, the significance of WOM stems from its ripple effect. 
Through this effect, a single WOM recommendation from a single consumer has the 
potential of reaching and possibly having an impact on many other consumers (Bristor, 
1990). Indeed, some previous studies found that one satisfied consumer will potentially tell 
six other people about his or her positive consumption experience (Hart, Heskett, & Sasser, 
1990; Kotler, 1991; Richins, 1987). These same studies also found that one dissatisfied 
consumer may tell as many as eleven other people about his or her negative consumption 
experience. Similarly, other studies reported different figures of the number of people to 
whom consumers disseminate WOM messages. For instance, a negative consumption 
experience could prompt the consumer to spread negative WOM messages to nine other 
people (Buttle, 1998; Desatnick, 1987; Harrison-Walker, 2001; Heskett, Sasser, & Schlesinger, 
1997; Knauer, 1992), to ten other people (Collier, 1995; Maxham, 2001), or to twenty other 
people (Soderlund, 1998). Likewise, a positive consumption experience could result in the 
consumer spreading positive WOM messages to three other people (Richins, 1987), to four 
other people (Collier, 1995; Maxham, 2001), to five other people (Harrison-Walker, 2001; 
Heskett, et al., 1997; Knauer, 1992), or to eight other people (Soderlund, 1998). These 
findings reveal that consumers’ WOM has the potential of significantly shaping other 
consumers’ attitude towards particular products or brands. The findings also reveal a 
traditional and widely accepted notion in the literature that a dissatisfied consumer is more 
likely to spread negative WOM messages than a satisfied consumer spreading positive WOM 
messages. 
1.3 Research problem 
Despite the significance of WOM, research on WOM has a number of challenges from both 
theoretical and practical standpoints. From a theoretical standpoint, knowledge about the 
drivers and effects of WOM is fragmented, unclear and sometimes inconsistent (Fang, Lin, 
Liu, & Lin, 2011; Zhang, Craciun, & Shin, 2010). An example of these inconsistencies is the 
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relationship between perceived risk and WOM request. It is widely reported in the literature 
that people seek WOM information to reduce the level of risk that is associated with the 
purchase of products (Fang, et al., 2011; Lin & Fang, 2006). For instance, consumers are likely 
to seek advice from others when the price is too high, or when the product is technologically 
too complex for them to evaluate (Assael, Pope, Brennan, & Voges, 2007). Nevertheless, 
despite this positive relationship between risk and WOM request, some articles report a 
significant positive relationship between WOM request and the purchase of low risk 
products. Some of these latter studies suggest that the positive link between perceived risk 
and WOM request might be the result of the tendency of WOM researchers to choose 
particular products or situations where perceived risk is likely to be higher for the sake of 
data collection (Bristor, 1990; Sheth, 1971). 
Additionally, empirical evidence is reported in some studies of a positive correlation between 
WOM and new products (Rogers, 1983). A correlation between WOM and established 
products was also found by other studies (Bristor, 1990; Day, 1971). Moreover, it was found 
in a previous study that WOM recommendations rely on current customers (Reichheld, 
1996). However, other studies report empirical evidence that WOM recommendations are 
more likely to be generated by new customers (East, Lomax, & Narain, 2000; Stokes, et al., 
2002). Based on these inconsistencies, some scholars argue that the WOM literature does 
indeed lack a good theoretical framework that can be utilised by marketing professionals to 
guide practical implementation of their marketing strategies related to consumers WOM 
(Bristor, 1990). 
Another challenge is the difficulty in predicting WOM. Predicting WOM seems to be a 
problem that always presents itself to marketing practitioners. Hogan, Lemon, & Libai (2004) 
describe WOM as a “black box” whose input and output are fairly known, but the internal 
workings of this black box remain difficult to ascertain. There are several studies in the 
literature that investigate the social factors that precede and/or affect WOM behaviour. For 
example, factors that lead to WOM behaviour include the need for self esteem and for 
belonging (Van Doorn et al., 2010), consumer satisfaction (Kumar et al., 2010), anxiety 
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minimisation and altruism (Sundaram, Mitra, & Webster, 1998). Other factors that seem to 
affect WOM behaviour include credibility of the WOM provider, the personal relationship 
between the WOM provider and the receiver, and the characteristics of the WOM message 
itself (Sweeney, Soutar, & Mazzarol, 2008). 
Nevertheless, almost all the factors noted above remain to a great degree under the control 
of the consumer. In other words, it is difficult for marketers to affect or anticipate the 
consumer’s yearning for self esteem, relationship building or altruism and thus, WOM. The 
most that marketers can do is to capitalise on these consumers’ motives when they exist. 
However, it is difficult for them to ascertain whether these motives exist in the consumer, or 
if it is possible to bring them into existence. Moreover, it is also difficult to observe WOM 
activities because they occur in people’s private conversations (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). 
Therefore, consumers decide when to seek or generate WOM messages, and with whom 
they talk. 
While it is difficult to predict WOM activities, this research explores the ability of the hedonic 
and utilitarian values of products to predict consumers’ WOM behaviour. To that end, this 
research will (1) attempt to explain some of the inconsistencies in the findings reported in 
earlier WOM literature; and (2) give marketing professionals a means to better understand 
the internal workings of that black box (i.e., WOM), and as a result make them more 
confident in predicting WOM. 
These goals are thought to be achieved by considering the following logic. The relationship 
between the seller and the consumer is essentially an exchange of value between the two. 
While WOM activities are controlled by the consumer, the seller has some control over the 
value that is provided to the consumer. If a relationship between this value and WOM 
activities does exist, then this would give the seller a greater chance of anticipating 
consumers’ WOM activities. 
The current research takes a different path to what has been traditionally adhered to in the 
WOM literature. The literature is replete with studies that focus primarily on detailed social 
processes (Fang, et al., 2011; Herr, Kardes, & Kim, 1991; Hogan, et al., 2004; Zhang, et al., 
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2010). Examples of these social processes include those cited above such as credibility of the 
WOM provider or the personal relationship between the WOM provider and the receiver. 
Rather than focusing on these social processes, the current study shifts its focus to product 
values (i.e., hedonic and utilitarian). It is contended here that product values might be 
another and perhaps more practical predictor of WOM behaviour. More specifically, the 
current research seeks to explore the ability of the two variables of hedonic and utilitarian 
product values separately to predict three WOM variables; WOM spread, WOM request, and 
WOM influence. This research avenue seems to be worth exploring due particularly to the 
ostensibly clear contrast between hedonic and utilitarian values in terms of their influence 
on a number of consumers’ behaviours such as evaluation, satisfaction, and information 
processing. The logic behind the links between the two product values and the three WOM 
variables will be derived from an extensive literature review on the hedonic and utilitarian 
values of products. 
As cited earlier in this introductory chapter, the significance of consumers’ WOM behaviour 
partly comes from its ripple effect. A positive or negative consumption experience could be 
told to many other consumers. This communication could, furthermore, encourage the other 
consumers to purchase the same product, or it could discourage them from purchasing it. 
Previous research indicates that a dissatisfied consumer is two times likely to disseminate 
negative WOM messages compared to a satisfied consumer spreading positive WOM 
messages (Charlett, Garland, & Norman, 1995; Technical Assistance Research Program 
[TARP], 1986). This ratio of negative to positive WOM can be explained by the Mobilisation-
Minimization hypothesis (Soderlund, 1998; Taylor, 1991). The hypothesis posits that a hostile 
environment is more likely to prompt a stronger behavioural response than a hospitable 
environment (Soderlund, 1998; Taylor, 1991). Additionally, the cognitive processes brought 
out by negative experiences are likely to be more complex than those elicited by positive 
experiences (Peeterson & Czapinski, 1990; Soderlund, 1998). As a result, spreading negative 
WOM messages may function as a means to lighten that heavy cognitive burden (Soderlund, 
1998). 
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Despite the 2 to 1 ratio of negative to positive WOM reported by TARP (1986), the current 
research focuses only on spreading positive WOM messages and leaves out negative WOM 
messages. The remainder of this chapter explains why the current research focuses only on 
positive WOM messages and does not include negative WOM. The categorical acceptance of 
the notion that dissatisfied consumers are more likely to spread negative WOM than 
satisfied consumers spreading positive WOM was questioned by Lang (2010). By identifying 
two categories of services, the author subtly demonstrates that in one of these categories, 
consumers are more likely to engage in negative WOM activities as opposed to positive 
WOM. For the other category, it was found that consumers are more likely to engage in 
positive WOM activities as opposed to negative WOM (Lang, 2010). In accordance with these 
findings, the current research is of the view that both positive and negative WOM represent 
two important research avenues in their own right. Therefore, perhaps they merit separate 
investigation. 
In addition, citing the ratio reported by TARP (1986), one might conclude that negative WOM 
is more deserving of investigation than positive WOM. Nevertheless, other arguments in the 
literature also indicate that positive WOM is just as strong as negative WOM, if not stronger. 
For instance, East, Hammond, and Wright (2007) found that positive WOM occurs three 
times as often as negative WOM. Holmes and Lett (1977) found that satisfied consumers are 
more likely to spread WOM messages than dissatisfied consumers. Similar findings were also 
reported by Johnston (1995) who focused on customers of banking services. Soderlund 
(1998) cites the Polyanna principle to explain why positive WOM is more common than 
negative WOM. The Polyanna principle posits that communication tends to be 
preponderated by pleasantness (Fornell, 1992; Soderlund, 1998). The principle also contends 
that people cognitively process pleasant events with more efficiency and more accuracy 
compared to negative events (Fornell, 1992; Soderlund, 1998). For a review on the relative 
occurrence of positive and negative WOM, see East et al. (2007) and (Lang, 2010). 
Moreover, consumers’ positive WOM might be more critical than negative WOM from a 
practical perspective of a marketing professional. It is reported in the literature that new 
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customers recruitment costs a company five times the costs of keeping current customers 
satisfied (Hart, et al., 1990; Maxham, 2001). Through the implementation of effective service 
recovery programmes and effective consumer complaint procedures, companies are able to 
dissuade some consumers from spreading negative WOM messages (Maxham, 2001). In 
contrast, stimulating or influencing the consumers’ spread of positive WOM messages seems 
more difficult a task for marketers. 
Nevertheless, despite this difficulty, there seems to be a great deal of significance attached 
to consumers’ positive WOM by marketing professionals especially in the diffusion of new 
innovations (Buttle, 1998). This significance of consumers’ positive WOM has led many 
researchers and marketing professionals to give it the nickname of “free advertising” (Buttle, 
1998). Consumers’ dissemination of positive WOM messages has been recently considered 
an important part of customer lifetime value (CLV) (Hogan, et al., 2004; Kumar, et al., 2010). 
CLV is a measure that companies use to calculate the projected future revenues that can be 
earned from a customer. Such calculation is done by taking into account a number of factors 
such as consumer retention rate, purchasing frequency, the value of the consumer’s 
purchases, the consumer’s acquisition cost, the cost of servicing the consumer, a projected 
time horizon, and the discount rate (Gupta et al., 2006; Hogan, et al., 2004; Rust, Zeithaml, & 
Lemon, 2001). 
Hogan et al. (2004) demonstrate that the CLV of a customer can increase considerably when 
the customer’s dissemination of positive WOM is included in the CLV calculation. Hogan et 
al. (2004) focused on customers of hairstyling salons. The researchers asked repeat 
customers how often they disseminated positive WOM messages after their most recent 
haircut. Also, they asked newly acquired customers how much the positive WOM messages 
they received influenced their purchase decision. Hogan et al. (2004) found that, on average, 
the CLV of a customer of a good quality salon doubled after including the customer’s positive 
WOM communications. Additionally, they found that, for a customer of higher quality salons, 
the CLV increased 3.2 times after including the customer’s positive WOM communications. 
Based on all that, several WOM researchers have regarded positive WOM messages as the 
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“ultimate product success factor” (Bristor, 1990, p. 58; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Harrison-
Walker, 2001, p. 60). 
1.4 Chapter summary 
Consumers’ WOM has emerged as an important phenomenon for the discipline of Marketing 
since the beginning of the Twentieth century. The significance of WOM stems from the 
credibility of WOM as a communication channel and from its ripple effect. For example, a 
WOM message received from a friend is likely to be perceived as more unbiased than 
information obtained from a salesperson or from an advertisement. Also, a single WOM 
message started by one person can subsequently be passed on to many other consumers. 
Since the current research is about WOM, it was necessary to delineate what is meant by 
consumers’ WOM at the outset of the research. In general, consumers’ WOM refers to 
information communicated between consumers about a brand, a product, or an 
organisation. However, it is important to draw the distinction between intrinsically and 
extrinsically motivated WOM. Consumers’ WOM is manifested often in two forms; WOM 
spread and WOM request. Additionally, disseminated WOM can be positive or negative. The 
current research focuses only on positive WOM. 
The research problem of this thesis is two-fold. First, the literature on consumers’ WOM 
reveals inconsistent findings in regards to the factors that predict WOM. For example, some 
studies found WOM dissemination to be correlated with new products. Other studies found 
WOM dissemination to be correlated with established products. Thus, better predictors of 
consumers’ WOM are needed to explain those inconsistencies. Second, it is difficult for 
marketers to anticipate consumers’ WOM. This is so because WOM occurs in consumers’ 
private lives, and it is difficult to observe. In addition, almost all the social processes that 
were found to be correlated with WOM seem to be controlled solely by the consumer. In 
other words, marketers are unlikely to be able to use such processes to predict consumers’ 
WOM. 
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Aiming to overcome those two challenges, the current research explores hedonic and 
utilitarian values of products as perhaps better predictors of consumers’ WOM. The 
literature suggests that these values might represent the ultimate goals of consumption. 
Also, marketers have some control over these values. If marketers have the ability to control 
or affect these hedonic and utilitarian values, and if a relationship between these values and 
consumers’ WOM can be established, then marketers would be able to affect or at least 
predict consumers’ WOM. 
The remaining of the thesis is organised as follows. Chapter Two contains a literature review 
of previous research on utilitarian and hedonic product values and WOM. In Chapter Three, 
the research hypotheses and framework are proposed. Chapter Four outlines the research 
methods used. In Chapter Five, the research results are reported. Lastly, in Chapter Six, the 
results are discussed. 
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2 Chapter Two: 
Literature Review 
Chapter Two contains a literature review, and it is divided into two sections. The first section 
reviews the literature on previous attempts to investigate the inherent relationships 
between products or product values and WOM variables. Additionally, the first section 
defines the WOM variables investigated in the current research. The first section also 
reviews previous measurements to capture WOM variables and hedonic and utilitarian 
product values as well. The second section contains an elaborate review of the literature on 
the characteristics of hedonic and utilitarian values. Additionally, in the second section, the 
two product values are compared and contrasted.  
2.1 Relationship between products and WOM behaviour 
As indicated earlier in Chapter One, most previous research examining consumers’ WOM 
tends to focus on detailed social processes to predict consumer’s WOM behaviour (Fang, et 
al., 2011; Herr, et al., 1991; Hogan, et al., 2004). The personal relationship between the 
WOM provider and the receiver and the credibility of the WOM provider are examples of 
such social processes (Sweeney, et al., 2008). While there have been calls in the literature 
recently to focus on the inherent relationship between products and WOM behaviour, 
studies that have approached this topic are scant (Fang, et al., 2011; Libai et al., 2010). 
Moreover, some of these studies do not have the relationship between products and WOM 
activities as their central focus. This section of the chapter reviews previous attempts in the 
literature to study the link between products and consumers’ WOM. 
In marketing, the word “product” refers to a bundle of benefits, functions, or features that 
are produced by a seller and offered to the consumer (Pride et al., 2007). Furthermore, 
goods, services, and ideas can all be considered products (Pride, et al., 2007). In investigating 
the relationship between products and WOM behaviour, different scholars have used 
different product typologies. In other words, in examining the link between products and 
consumers’ WOM, previous studies differ on what best represents the product variable. 
 15 
 
Three typologies of products were previously used in this context. These typologies are (1) 
the goods/services continuum (Fang, et al., 2011), (2) the typology of products according to 
their relevance to promotion and prevention goals (Zhang, et al., 2010), and (3) the typology 
of products as hedonic or utilitarian (Babin, Lee, Kim, & Griffin, 2005; Jones, Reynolds, & 
Arnold, 2006). 
The goods/services continuum focuses on the tangibility and intangibility of the product. A 
good is a tangible product that can be touched, such as a car or a book (Pride, et al., 2007). 
On the other hand, a service is an intangible benefit that cannot be touched such as teaching 
or hairstyling (Pride, et al., 2007). The typology of products according to their relevance to 
promotion and prevention goals puts products in two categories; (i.e., promotion and 
prevention products). The consumption of promotion products facilitates the achievement of 
promotion goals. In contrast, the consumption of prevention products facilitates the 
achievement of prevention goals (Zhang, et al., 2010). Promotion goals are related to 
individuals’ exploration and growth, whereas prevention goals are related to individuals’ 
protection and security (Higgins, 2001). The typology of products as hedonic or utilitarian 
focuses on the pleasure and usefulness of products respectively. Hedonic refers to those 
values of a product that provide the consumer with fun, pleasure, or excitement (Batra & 
Ahtola, 1990; Okada, 2005). Utilitarian refers to those values of a product that provide the 
consumer with functional and instrumental benefits such as usefulness or practicality (Batra 
& Ahtola, 1990; Okada, 2005). The current research utilises the hedonic/utilitarian typology.  
The hedonic/utilitarian typology is chosen here over the goods/services continuum because 
it is more related to the consumers’ goals of consumption. Therefore, it can be a better 
reference to what a product is. Recently, the focus of research has begun to shift from 
viewing consumption in terms of the differences between goods and services to focusing on 
consumption as an experience that has both cognitive and affective aspects (Albers-Miller & 
Stafford, 1999; Chitturi, Raghunathan, & Mahajan, 2007). The goals of a consumption 
experience, whether of a good or a service, can be achieved at a functional utilitarian level, 
and they can also be achieved at a psychological hedonic level (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; 
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Babin, Darden, & Griffin, 1994). Some scholars argue that hedonic and utilitarian aspects of 
the consumption experience are likely to have an impact on a number of consumers’ 
behavioural outcomes (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Jones, et al., 2006). 
In addition, some of the studies that examine the relationship between goods and services 
on one hand and WOM behaviour on the other hand report that referrals for service 
providers like accountants, lawyers, hairstylists, and physicians have more potency than 
referrals for goods (Brown & Reingen, 1987; Fang, et al., 2011). Other findings reported in 
the literature reveal that services such as those related to recreation and entertainment are 
more capable of generating WOM recommendations than for goods like gas, chemicals, and 
oil (Fang, et al., 2011). The current research argues that the relationships between the 
examples of goods and services identified above and WOM behaviour could be attributed to 
the hedonic/utilitarian typology more than to the goods/services continuum. 
As for promotion and prevention products, Zhang, Craciun, and Shin (2010) investigated the 
relationship between promotion products and the influence of WOM recommendation. They 
also investigated the relationship between prevention products and the influence of WOM 
recommendation. However, rather than contrasting the effects of the two product types, 
they focused on the compatibility between promotion products and positive WOM 
messages, and between prevention products and negative WOM messages. Accordingly, 
there seems to be a need to compare and contrast the effects of these two types of goals on 
WOM behaviour. 
A pair of studies empirically demonstrate that hedonic and utilitarian values are related to 
promotion and prevention goals respectively (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Chernev, 2004). 
Nevertheless, the current study chooses the hedonic/utilitarian typology over the 
promotion/prevention typology. This is due mainly to measurement. To identify and 
measure promotion products, Zhang et al. (2010) use the single item “the product feels 
good/happy”. To identify and measure prevention products, the researchers use the single 
item “the product increases safety in life” (p. 1337). While these single items are also used to 
measure hedonic and utilitarian values, they do not exclusively measure hedonism and 
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utilitarianism (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Crowley, Spangenberg, & Hughes, 1992; Mano & Oliver, 
1993; Voss, Spangenberg, & Grohmann, 2003). Therefore, the hedonic/utilitarian typology 
seems more useful in predicting WOM behaviour, especially for marketing practitioners. 
Because products can have both hedonic and utilitarian characteristics (Crowley, et al., 1992; 
Voss, et al., 2003), the current research utilises a variation of the hedonic/utilitarian 
typology. In other words, rather than categorising products as either hedonic or utilitarian, 
the current research focuses on the hedonic and utilitarian characteristics of single, 
individually chosen products. 
Only three studies have empirically investigated the relationship between hedonic and 
utilitarian values on one hand and WOM behaviour on the other hand (Arnold & Reynolds, 
2009; Babin, et al., 2005; Jones, et al., 2006). Babin et al. (2005) study, among other things, 
the hedonic and utilitarian values of a dining experience and the influence of these values on 
consumer satisfaction and WOM recommendation. They argue and empirically demonstrate 
that the hedonic and utilitarian values of a dining experience have positive relationships with 
intentions to generate WOM recommendations. They utilise the Personal Shopping Value 
scale (PSV) (Babin, et al., 1994) to measure the hedonic and utilitarian values. 
In their seminal study, Jones et al. (2006) investigated the relationship between the hedonic 
and utilitarian aspects of a shopping trip on one hand and intentions to spread WOM on the 
other hand. They found that hedonic as well as utilitarian values of a shopping trip had 
positive relationships with intentions to spread WOM. Nevertheless, they show that the 
relationship between hedonism and WOM recommendation is stronger than that between 
utilitarianism and WOM recommendation. They used a combination of the PSV scale and a 
scale adapted from Griffin, Babin & Modianos (2000) to measure the two values. In regards 
to Arnold & Reynolds’s (2009) study, only a very small proportion of the study was given to 
the relationship between consumers’ perceptions of the utilitarian and hedonic values of a 
shopping trip experience on one hand and WOM behaviour on the other hand. They 
followed in the steps of Jones et al. (2006) and reported positive effects of hedonic and 
utilitarian values on WOM recommendation. 
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All of the three studies cited above measure consumers’ intentions to engage in WOM 
behaviour. The current study seeks to measure actual WOM behaviour. Moreover, the three 
studies cited above focus only on one aspect of WOM behaviour; (i.e., WOM spread). While 
the current research builds on their work, the current research also follows in the steps of 
Fang et al. (2011) by adding two more WOM aspects (i.e., WOM request and WOM 
influence). WOM spread in the current research is defined as the conveyance of one’s 
thoughts and feelings about a product to others post-consumption. To capture the domain 
of this behaviour, Harrison-Walker (2001) suggests four aspects; frequency of giving WOM 
messages, the number of people told, how detailed the conveyed message, and how 
favourable the message was. 
Bansal and Voyer (2000) define WOM request as the “process of vigorously seeking and 
ultimately attaining a message” (p. 167). They use two items to measure the variable. The 
first item pertains to how explicit the request for the message was. The second item is 
concerned with how many people WOM messages were requested from. As reported by the 
authors, the initial exploratory factor analysis of their two-item WOM request scale showed 
a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.63. Subsequently, they deleted the second item and 
continued their study with only one item to measure WOM request, which can be 
considered a methodological weakness. In the current study, WOM request is defined as the 
seeking out of interpersonal communication regarding a product pre-consumption. 
WOM influence is defined by Gilly, Graham, Wolfinbarger and Yale (1998) as the “change in 
attitude and or behavioural intention resulting from an interpersonal information exchange” 
(p. 84). Gilly et al. (1998) used ten items to measure the variable with a Cronbach alpha 
coefficient of 0.88. Nevertheless, rather than measuring the influence of the actual WOM 
message per se, their scale seems more orientated toward measuring the influence of the 
giver of the WOM message. Bansal and Voyer (2000) define WOM influence as “the influence 
of the sender’s WOM on the receiver’s purchase decision” (p. 167). They also refine the 
original ten-item scale of Gilly et al. (1998) to a four-item scale with a reliability score of 0.83. 
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In the current study, WOM influence is defined as the impact on the receiver’s attitude 
towards a product resulting from interpersonal information exchange. 
In the literature on WOM request, perceived risk has often been cited as a primary reason 
for why consumers request WOM messages (Bristor, 1990; Chung & Tsai, 2009; Fang, et al., 
2011; Lin & Fang, 2006). Accordingly, perceived risk is suggested in the current research as a 
mediator between products’ values and WOM request. However, the current research seeks 
to be more specific and accurate in examining the inherent relationships between 
hedonic/utilitarian values and perceived risk, and the inherent relationship between 
consumers’ perceived risk of a product and WOM request. In order to study those inherent 
relationships, the perceived risk construct needs to be product-focused. That is, the 
construct needs to be free from the effects of external social processes that are not 
inherently related to the product. More specifically, it is argued here that, out of the six 
types of perceived risk identified in the literature (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972; Lin & Fang, 2006; 
Peter & Tarpey, 1975), only performance risk can be considered product-focused. The other 
types of risk (i.e., social, psychological, financial, time, and physical), are argued here to be 
social processes that stem from consumers’ social and cultural environments. 
One might argue that physical risk can be considered product-focused, because the physical 
risk of a particular product is likely to originate from the intrinsic nature of the product itself. 
For example, products like riding a hot air balloon or skydiving might be considered as 
physically risky on their own right. Thus, it would be logical, in line with this reasoning, to 
regard physical risk as product-specific. Nevertheless, not all products have the potential to 
inflict bodily harm on the consumer. On the other hand, performance risk can potentially be 
a factor in the consumption of any type of product. Therefore performance risk seems to be 
more general and more inherently related to products than physical risk. Moreover, physical 
risk is construed in a number of studies as an outcome of performance risk (Assael, et al., 
2007; Ko, Jung, Kim, & Shim, 2004; Roselius, 1971). Accordingly, only performance risk is 
focused on in the current research and the remaining types of risk are excluded. 
 20 
 
Few definitions of performance risk were suggested in the literature in isolation of the other 
components of risk (Conchar, Zinkhan, Peters, & Olavarrieta, 2004; Mitchell, 1999). Hassan, 
Kunz, Pearson, and Mohamed (2006) conceptualise performance risk as the concern about a 
product not performing as desired and not delivering desired benefits. Grewal, Gotlieb, and 
Marmorstein (1994) define perceived performance risk as “the possibility that the product 
will not function as expected and/or will not provide the desired benefits” (p. 145). 
Furthermore, as conceptualised by several consumer behaviour studies that focused on the 
construct of risk in general, two aspects are usually suggested to present an operational 
definition of risk (Mitchell, 1999). These two aspects are; (1) the likelihood of a loss or the 
likelihood of something going wrong; and (2) the seriousness of that loss or the concern 
about something going wrong (Campbell & Goodstein, 2001; Cox, 1967; Cunningham, 1967; 
Garbarino & Strahilevitz, 2004; Kogan & Wallach, 1964; Lin & Fang, 2006; McCarthy & 
Henson, 2005; Peter & Tarpey, 1975; Yuksel & Yuksel, 2007). The conceptualisations of 
performance risk cited above guided the development of a scale to measure performance 
risk in the current research. 
Moreover, in addition to incorporating WOM request and WOM influence as outcome 
variables, the current research measures hedonic and utilitarian values using a scale different 
to those used in the studies of Arnold and Reynolds (2009), Babin et al. (2005), and Jones et 
al. (2006). The remainder of this section outlines a number of previous measurements that 
were developed to capture the hedonic and utilitarian values of products. 
One of the earliest and commonly used measures is the eight-point scale developed by Batra 
and Ahtola (1990). While this scale has acceptable reliability and face validity, subsequent 
studies highlighted some shortcomings in the scale. For instance, the discriminant validity of 
the scale was described as inadequate because the items of the scale cross-loaded with 
Zaichkowsky’s (1985) measurement of involvement (Spangenberg, Voss, & Crowley, 1997; 
Voss, et al., 2003). 
Another measurement of hedonic and utilitarian product values that is commonly used in 
the retail shopping literature is the Personal Shopping Value scale (PSV) developed by Babin 
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et al. (1994). The PSV consists of fifteen items, and it is reported to be reliable and construct 
valid (Babin, et al., 1994). However, two observations were made about the PSV. First, the 
scale is focused on consumers’ retail shopping to a large degree, and does not generalise to 
other consumption activities (Spangenberg, et al., 1997). Second, the way in which the scale 
was validated has been criticised (Spangenberg, et al., 1997). To validate the PSV scale, 
respondents in the Babin et al. (1994) study were asked to be accompanied by student 
interviewers during one of their shopping trips. During the shopping trip, students were to 
administer the PSV scale to the respondent, and also observe and record the respondent’s 
shopping behaviour (Babin, et al., 1994). This procedure, according to Spangenberg et al. 
(1997), is likely to have produced procedural demand artifacts. 
A third and more recent measure of hedonic and utilitarian product values is that proposed 
by Voss et al. (2003). This scale is a self-report measure, consisting of ten items. Five of these 
measure hedonic values and five measure utilitarian values. The scale is reported to be of 
sound reliability, face validity, content validity, and discriminant validity (Gursoy, 
Spangenberg, & Rutherford, 2006; Voss, et al., 2003). The current research utilises the scale 
of Voss et al. (2003) to capture hedonic and utilitarian product values. 
In summary, a number of previous researchers have investigated the inherent relationship 
between products and consumers’ WOM. In those attempts, what best represents the 
product variable is different from study to study. The current research chooses to represent 
the product variable by referring to the hedonic and utilitarian values of products. Hedonic 
and utilitarian values seem to be the best reference to what a product is because these two 
values may well represent the ultimate goals of consumption. Studies that investigated the 
links between hedonic/utilitarian values and consumers’ WOM are limited. The current 
research seeks to build on these earlier studies and add to them in terms of what variables to 
include and what measurements to use. The next section of Chapter Two focuses in depth on 
hedonic and utilitarian values of products and their characteristics. 
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2.2 Hedonism and utilitarianism 
Two types of consumption have been suggested in the literature; hedonic and utilitarian 
(Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Chandon, Wansink, & Laurent, 2000). In the former, the consumer 
seeks to satiate his or her urge to have fun, exciting and gratifying moments (Batra & Ahtola, 
1990; Okada, 2005). In the latter, the consumer has some functional needs that have to be 
fulfilled pragmatically and practically (Batra & Ahtola, 1990; Okada, 2005). This section of the 
literature review outlines a number of distinctions between hedonism and utilitarianism that 
have been identified in previous research. 
Perhaps the primary distinction between hedonic and utilitarian consumptions is their 
intrinsic nature. Hedonic values are viewed as experiential and multi-sensory, whereas 
utilitarian values are viewed as instrumental and practical (Chernev, 2004; Dhar & 
Wertenbroch, 2000; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; Okada, 2005). Hedonic consumption 
provides the consumer with intangible affective benefits such as excitement and fun. On the 
other hand, utilitarian consumption provides the consumer with functional and more task-
related benefits such as usefulness and practicality (Babin, et al., 1994; Chaudhuri, 2002; 
Chernev, 2004; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982; O'Curry & Strahilevitz, 2001). Therefore, 
hedonic benefits are “sought for their own sake”, whereas utilitarian benefits are considered 
as “a means to an end” (Chandon, et al., 2000, p. 56). 
Another dimension to describe hedonic and utilitarian values is their level of discretion. It is 
suggested in the literature that hedonic and utilitarian values are both discretionary in the 
sense that both depend on the consumer’s perception (Okada, 2005). Nevertheless, this 
notion is also followed by the argument that the hedonic value is more discretionary than its 
utilitarian counterpart (Khan, Dhar, & Wertenbroch, 2004; Okada, 2005). This is so because 
hedonic consumption tends to be more personal and subjective than utilitarian consumption 
(Babin, et al., 1994; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). Additionally, experience in its own right is 
a subjective construct (Chan, 2010). Therefore, feelings play a significant role in hedonic 
consumption. On the other hand, because utilitarian consumption focuses on instrumental 
benefits, objective calculation of the benefits tends to assume greater importance (Chan, 
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2010). Moreover, hedonic consumption is congruent with an imaginative reality that is 
internally constructed by the consumer (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). Such imaginative 
reality cannot be constructed in utilitarian consumption because utilitarian consumption 
tends to be congruent with the more objective world outside the consumer’s feelings 
(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). 
Another distinction between hedonic and utilitarian values can be found in the type of 
evaluation each value calls for. It has been proposed in the literature that hedonic 
consumption requires emotional evaluation, whereas utilitarian consumption requires 
rational evaluation (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Chaudhuri, 2006). Since hedonic benefits are 
experiential, they are difficult to quantify (Okada, 2005). Therefore, in order for such benefits 
to be evaluated, the consumption experience must be accompanied by a state of emotional 
arousal or intense affection (Chaudhuri, 2006; Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982). In contrast, 
because utilitarian benefits are instrumental, evaluation of such benefits is akin to a 
calculative process that is free of emotional arousal (Chaudhuri, 2006). Hence, when 
evaluating a utilitarian value, the consumer acts as a rational problem solver (Arnold & 
Reynolds, 2009; Holbrook & Hirschman, 1982). 
In addition, hedonic values have been described in the literature as “monovalent satisfiers”, 
whereas utilitarian values have been described as “bivalent satisfiers” (Jones, et al., 2006, p. 
975). That is, utilitarian benefits can bring about both satisfaction and dissatisfaction, 
whereas hedonic benefits can bring about satisfaction only (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Jones, 
et al., 2006). In other words, when consumers achieve the goals of their hedonic 
consumption, they are said to have gained something; and when they fail to achieve those 
hedonic goals, they are said to have failed to gain something. However, when consumers 
achieve the goals of their utilitarian consumption, they are said to have avoided a loss; and 
when they fail to achieve those utilitarian goals, they are said to have lost something. 
The contrast between hedonic consumption and utilitarian consumption can also be found in 
regulatory focus theory. The theory focuses on how individuals identify, approach and 
achieve their goals (Zhang, et al., 2010). The theory contends that individuals approach their 
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goals via two different motivational systems; a promotion system and a prevention system 
(Zhang, et al., 2010). In the promotion system, individuals are concerned with goals that are 
related to the individuals’ aspirations, hopes, advancement and growth (Chernev, 2004; 
Higgins, 2001; Idson, Liberman, & Higgins, 2000; Trudel, Murray, & Cotte, 2012). In the 
prevention system, individuals are concerned with goals that are related to their security, 
protection, obligations and duties (Higgins, 2001; Idson, et al., 2000). 
Because of the nature of these goals, individuals in the promotion system focus primarily on 
how to achieve positive outcomes, whereas individuals in the prevention system focus their 
attention on how to avoid negative outcomes (Chernev, 2004; Higgins, 2001; Trudel, et al., 
2012). Therefore, individuals pursue promotion goals with eagerness and enthusiasm, 
whereas prevention goals tend to be pursued cautiously and vigilantly (Higgins, 2001; Idson, 
et al., 2000). The eagerness in the promotion system functions as a means to ensure that 
every gain possibility will be explored. On the other hand, the vigilance in the prevention 
system ensures no losses will be incurred (Higgins, 2001). 
Accordingly, and similar to hedonic and utilitarian consumptions, individuals in a promotion 
situation tend to view the achievement and non-achievement of their goals as gain and non-
gain respectively. Alternatively, individuals in a prevention situation tend to view the 
achievement and non-achievement of their goals as non-loss and loss respectively (Arnold & 
Reynolds, 2009; Trudel, et al., 2012). Moreover, promotion goals have been described in the 
literature as maximal goals, whereas prevention goals have been considered as minimal 
goals (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Chitturi, et al., 2007; Idson, et al., 2000). One difference between 
maximal goals and minimal goals is that while maximal goals are hoped to be met, minimal 
goals must be met (Idson, et al., 2000). 
Furthermore, the differential impact of promotion and prevention goals on emotion is 
similar to that of hedonism and utilitarianism (Aaker & Lee, 2001). The success of achieving 
promotion goals is likely to result in feelings of cheerfulness, excitement, and arousal, 
whereas the achievement of prevention goals may yield in feelings of quiescence, calmness 
and relaxation (Chitturi, et al., 2007; Higgins, 2001; Idson, et al., 2000). Unlike prevention 
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goals, the success in achieving promotion goals tend to be accompanied with affective 
arousal and intense emotions (Higgins, 2001; Idson, et al., 2000). This is because satisfaction 
in a promotion situation tends to depend on the presence of positive outcomes, whereas 
satisfaction in a prevention situation tends to depend on the absence of negative outcomes 
(Chitturi, et al., 2007). 
This notion was empirically demonstrated by Idson et al. (2000) in a number of experiments. 
In one of these experiments, participants were asked to imagine they were sitting in a 
restaurant waiting for their check to pay for their dining experience. Four manipulations 
were created. In the first two manipulations, participants read on their check that they will 
get a $5 discount if they pay in cash, and they decide to pay in cash. In the first manipulation, 
participants realise they actually have enough cash to pay. In the second manipulation, 
participants realise they do not have enough cash, and therefore, they would have to use 
their credit card. Subsequently, participants were asked how they would feel about being 
able to get the discount, and how they would feel about not being able to get the discount. 
These two manipulations represent the success and failure in achieving a promotion goal 
(i.e., gain and non-gain) (Idson, et al., 2000). 
In the third and fourth manipulations, participants read on their check that there will be an 
extra charge of $5 if they choose to pay in credit, and they decide to pay in cash. In the third 
manipulation, participants realise they have enough cash to pay. In the fourth manipulation, 
participants realise they do not have enough cash, and therefore, they would have to use 
their credit card. Thus, they would have to pay the extra charge. Afterwards, participants 
were asked how they would feel about being able to avoid paying the extra charge, and how 
they would feel about having to pay the extra charge. The third and fourth manipulations 
represent the success and failure in achieving a prevention goal (i.e., non-loss and loss) 
(Idson, et al., 2000). The experimenters found that the pleasure the participants would feel 
from being able to get the discount was greater than the pleasure they would feel from 
being able to avoid paying the extra $5 charge. In other words, “the pleasure of a gain is 
stronger than the pleasure of a non-loss” (Idson, et al., 2000, p. 260). 
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Additionally, two further contrasts between promotion and prevention regulatory systems, 
and hence between hedonic and utilitarian consumptions can be found in the literature. 
Individuals in a promotion situation have an inclination for exploration and creativity, and 
they tend to use feelings during evaluation. On the other hand, individuals in a prevention 
situation have an inclination for analytical thinking and rational evaluation (Arnold & 
Reynolds, 2009; Pham & Chang, 2010; Werth & Foerster, 2007; Zhu & Meyers-Levy, 2007). 
These tendencies are due to the premise that individuals in a promotion situation view the 
situation as benign and unlikely to do them harm; hence, they are likely to explore. Opposite 
to this view, individuals in a prevention situation view it as problematic, and that it could do 
them harm; hence, they are likely to be more analytical (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Zhu & 
Meyers-Levy, 2007). 
The aforementioned distinction between the promotion and the prevention regulatory 
systems opens the door to another distinction between the two systems. That is the way in 
which information is processed in each system. It has been reported in the literature that 
individuals in a promotion situation tend to process information at a global and abstract 
level, in which different pieces of information are heuristically integrated in one or more 
general themes (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009). Conversely, individuals in a prevention situation 
process information at a more concrete and specific level, in which single pieces of 
information are analytically assessed in isolation (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Pham & Chang, 
2010; Zhu & Meyers-Levy, 2007). 
It has been empirically demonstrated that the promotion regulatory system is compatible 
with hedonic consumption, but not with utilitarian consumption. It has also been empirically 
demonstrated that the prevention regulatory system is compatible with utilitarian 
consumption, but not with hedonic consumption (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Chernev, 2004). 
Based on these findings, the current research incorporates the characteristics of the two 
regulatory systems to those of hedonic and utilitarian consumptions, and uses them all to 
argue for relationships between hedonic and utilitarian values of products and three WOM 
outcomes. 
 27 
 
In summary, there are a number of specific distinctions between hedonic and utilitarian 
values of products. Hedonic values of products are sought for their own sake, whereas 
utilitarian values of products are means to an end. Hedonic values are more subjective, 
whereas utilitarian values are more objective. Hedonic values are likely to be evaluated 
emotionally. Conversely, utilitarian values are likely to be evaluated rationally. The 
consumption of utilitarian values can result in either satisfaction or dissatisfaction. In 
contrast, the consumption of hedonic values is not likely to lead to dissatisfaction even when 
expectations were not met. Consumers in a hedonic situation are primarily concerned with 
how to achieve a positive outcome. In opposition, consumers in a utilitarian situation are 
primarily concerned with how to avoid a negative outcome. Additionally, consumers in a 
hedonic situation tend to process information in an abstract level. Alternatively, consumers 
in a utilitarian situation tend to process information at a specific level. Outlining the above 
comparisons and distinctions is important. This is so because these distinctions represent the 
building blocks upon which the research hypotheses are based in terms of the relationships 
between hedonic and utilitarian values and WOM variables. 
2.3 Chapter summary 
Prior to determining the inherent relationship between products and consumers’ WOM 
behaviour, three steps need to be taken. The first is determining how the product variable 
should be represented. The second is to identify WOM variables. The third is to pinpoint the 
basis upon which the links between products and consumers’ WOM can be hypothesised. 
In the current research, it was determined that the product variable is better approached by 
utilising the typology of hedonic and utilitarian values of products. In terms of identifying the 
WOM variables, previous research tends to focus on the relationships between hedonic/ 
utilitarian values and WOM spread. The current research builds on that and adds two more 
WOM variables; WOM request and WOM influence. As for the third step, this study uses the 
characteristics of hedonic and utilitarian values to derive the research hypotheses. The 
comparison between the characteristics of hedonic and utilitarian values shows clear 
distinctions between the two on a number of issues. The next chapter investigates whether 
 28 
 
these distinctions between the characteristics of hedonic and utilitarian values can be 
reflected in consumers’ WOM behaviour.  
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3 Chapter Three: 
Framework and Hypotheses 
The research model focuses on the separate effects of hedonic and utilitarian values of 
products on three WOM variables (i.e., WOM spread, WOM request, and WOM influence). 
By focusing on these variables, the model follows in the steps of Fang et al. (2011) who 
studied the effects of goods and services on the aforementioned WOM variables. Here, 
products and services will be replaced with hedonic and utilitarian values regardless of 
whether these values were for a good or a service. In regard to the valence of disseminated 
WOM, the model focuses only on positive WOM messages. Similarly, the model focuses only 
on the positive aspect of WOM influence. This chapter comprises three sections. The first 
section presents the argument for the associations between hedonic and utilitarian values of 
products on one hand and WOM spread on the other hand. The second section focuses on 
the relationships between the two product values and WOM request. The third section 
explores the relationships between the two product values and WOM influence. 
3.1 Relationship between product values and WOM spread 
As indicated earlier, some previous studies report a positive relationship between utilitarian 
values and WOM spread (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Babin, et al., 2005; Jones, et al., 2006). 
They argue that WOM spread is a function of consumers’ perception of value. They also 
conceptualise consumers’ perception of value as a cognitive process only. This 
conceptualisation of perceived value seems to be compatible with the traditional view that 
focuses mainly on the cognitive utilitarian aspects of consumption (Hirschman & Holbrook, 
1982; Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). 
In their seminal work on consumption values, Sheth, Newman, and Gross (1991) broaden the 
scope of perceived value to include other types of value such as emotional, social, 
conditional, and epistemic values, in addition to functional value. By bringing the 
conceptualisation of Sheth et al. (1991) into the picture, the current research seeks to revisit 
the relationship between utilitarian values and WOM spread. 
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It is argued here that WOM spread is an outcome of products’ hedonic values, but it is not 
likely to be significantly correlated with utilitarian values. This argument is based on three 
premises. First, it has been suggested in the literature that WOM recommendations are 
triggered by the emotional aspects of the consumption experience (Jones, et al., 2006; Swan 
& Oliver, 1989). Some scholars conceptualise WOM spread as nothing but a process through 
which emotions are shared. It has been found that people talk about approximately 90% of 
their emotions to others (Derbaix & Vanhamme, 2003; Fang, et al., 2011). This finding was 
initially reported in studies by Rime, Mesquita, Philippot, & Boca (1991) and by Rime, 
Philippot, Boca, & Mesquita (1992) in which respondents were asked to remember a recent 
emotional experience they had encountered. Such emotional experience had to be of one 
basic emotion such as joy, fear, anger, affection, or sadness. Subsequently, respondents 
answered a questionnaire to ascertain their behaviour in regards to sharing that emotional 
experience with others. 
The affective arousal or intensive emotions experienced in particular consumption situations 
result in a degree of tension in the consumer. In such a situation, only consuming the 
product is not enough to abate that tension. Therefore, people tend to share those emotions 
with others to reduce that tension (Westbrook, 1987). Given that emotional arousal exists in 
hedonic consumption and is unlikely to exist in utilitarian consumption, then hedonic values 
are likely to be positively correlated to WOM spread. By the same token, because emotional 
arousal is unlikely to exist in utilitarian consumption, utilitarian values are unlikely to 
significantly affect WOM spread. 
The second premise is related to the level of motivation that is prompted by hedonic and 
utilitarian values. When promotion goals are satisfactorily achieved, feelings of cheerfulness, 
and simultaneously enthusiasm and motivation increase (Higgins, 2001; Werth & Foerster, 
2007). Alternatively, when prevention goals are successfully achieved, feelings of calm and 
relaxation result, but motivation decreases (Higgins, 2001; Werth & Foerster, 2007). 
Accordingly, consumers of hedonic benefits are expected to be more motivated to spread 
WOM, while consumers of utilitarian benefits are expected to be less motivated to do so. 
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The third premise pertains to consumers’ satisfaction. Consumers’ satisfaction has been 
identified in numerous studies as an important antecedent of WOM recommendation 
(Anderson, 1998; De Matos & Rossi, 2008; Hogan, et al., 2004). It has been demonstrated in 
the literature that hedonic aspects of consumption (e.g. favourable emotions) are 
significantly correlated with satisfaction, whereas utilitarian aspects (e.g. performance) are 
not (Jones, et al., 2006; Price, Arnould, & Tierney, 1995). Additionally, consumers in a 
prevention situation were found to be more conservative and cautious when reporting how 
satisfied they are (Trudel, et al., 2012). Accordingly, if hedonic (utilitarian) values are 
correlated (uncorrelated) with satisfaction, and if satisfaction is an important antecedent of 
WOM recommendation, then hedonic (utilitarian) values should be related (unrelated) to 
WOM spread. Based on the abovementioned premises, the following hypotheses are 
suggested: 
H1: There is a positive relationship between hedonic values and WOM spread. 
H2: There is no significant relationship between utilitarian values and WOM spread. 
3.2 Relationship between product values and WOM request 
Perceived risk has often been cited as a primary reason for why consumers request WOM 
(Bristor, 1990; Chung & Tsai, 2009; Fang, et al., 2011; Lin & Fang, 2006). Building on this 
assertion, consumers’ perceived risk is suggested as a mediator between products’ values 
and WOM request. However, instead of investigating the mediatory role of all the 
dimensions of consumers’ perceived risk (i.e., social, psychological, financial, time, 
performance, and physical), the current research focuses only on the dimension of 
performance risk. With the exception of performance risk, the other dimensions of risk seem 
to originate from the consumer’s cultural and social environments. Alternatively, 
performance risk is more product-specific. Since the current study explores the inherent 
relationship between products values and consumers’ WOM behaviour, it was thought 
logical to focus only on performance risk and exclude the other dimensions of consumers’ 
perceived risk. 
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Few studies have examined the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian values on one 
hand and perceived risk on the other hand. One study found that favourable emotions 
accompanying hedonic consumption are negatively correlated with perceived risk 
(Chaudhuri, 2002). Additionally, hedonic values were found to be positively correlated with 
price insensitivity because they are consumed infrequently (Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000; 
Khan, et al., 2004; Voss, et al., 2003; Wakefield & Inman, 2003). In opposition to these 
findings, Ryan (2011) found a positive relationship between hedonic values and consumers’ 
perceived risk, and that hedonic values tend to be perceived as riskier than utilitarian values. 
The author argues that because utilitarian values serve a particular functional purpose, and 
because consumers are most likely to have good knowledge about their utilitarian needs, 
utilitarian products should be less of a risk. Also, the author argues that hedonic values are 
riskier than utilitarian values because consumers do not have good knowledge about the 
expected benefits of consuming hedonic benefits. By focusing only on performance risk, the 
current study contributes to this discussion. It is argued here that hedonic values are likely to 
diminish the amount of consumers’ perceived performance risk, whereas utilitarian values 
are likely to contribute to the increase of consumers’ perceived performance risk. Four 
premises are presented to logically support the above propositions. 
First, while consumers are likely to have good knowledge about their utilitarian needs, this 
does not necessarily mean that they have good knowledge about which product they choose 
to fulfil those needs. This argument can hold true particularly for specialist products such as 
technological products or medical services. Because consumers might not be the experts in 
these fields, they might need to either educate themselves or seek the advice from someone 
they trust before they make their purchase decision (Lin & Fang, 2006). On the other hand, 
when it comes to evaluating which product better satisfies consumers’ hedonic needs, there 
are no better judges than the consumers themselves (Chaudhuri, 2006). This is because 
hedonic values tend to be evaluated emotionally; and emotions are internally created and 
controlled by the consumers themselves (Chaudhuri, 2006). 
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Second, as stated earlier, consumers in a hedonic consumption tend to follow their goals 
eagerly, while consumers in a utilitarian situation tend to pursue their goals vigilantly and 
cautiously. As a result, the former group of consumers would be concerned primarily with 
the presence of positive outcomes; and the latter group would be concerned primarily with 
how to avoid negative outcomes. Therefore, the eagerness and the concern with matching 
positive hedonic goals should make hedonic values less of a risk. On the other hand, the 
vigilance and the concern with avoiding negative utilitarian outcomes should make utilitarian 
values more of a risk. In fact, there is empirical evidence which suggests that individuals in a 
promotion situation are more likely to be risk seekers, whereas those in a prevention 
situation are likely to be risk averters (Friedman & Forster, 2001; Pham & Chang, 2010; 
Werth & Foerster, 2007). 
Third, as stated earlier, consumers of hedonic benefits tend to process information in a 
heuristic, global and quick manner, whereas consumers of utilitarian benefits are likely to be 
more specific, more careful, and more precise in processing information. It is contended here 
that heuristic and quick style of processing information should be compatible with low 
riskiness. Also, a specific and precise style of processing information should be compatible 
with increased riskiness. Fourth, as stated earlier, hedonic consumption is more personal and 
subjective, whereas utilitarian consumption is more objective and rational. Therefore, it 
should be easy to employ feelings to downplay any risk that might occur in a hedonic 
consumption experience. Nevertheless, riskiness in a utilitarian consumption situation can 
rise or be downplayed only with the employment of rationality. 
The four premises mentioned above might seem contradictory to Ryan’s (2011) findings that 
point to a positive link between hedonic values and perceived risk. Nevertheless, it is argued 
here that the element of contradiction could be eliminated when the situation in which the 
consumption decision takes place is taken into consideration. Ryan (2011) seems to focus on 
product categories in general such as movies, shoes, and bedding. Alternatively, the current 
study focuses more specifically on particular products or brands identified by the consumers 
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themselves, and which consumers have purchased. Based on the aforementioned premises, 
the following hypotheses are posited: 
H3: There is a negative relationship between hedonic values and performance risk. 
H4: There is a positive relationship between utilitarian values and performance risk. 
Additionally, in harmony with previous findings in the literature that demonstrated a positive 
relationship between consumers’ perceived risk and WOM request, the following hypotheses 
are proposed: 
H5: There is a positive relationship between performance risk and WOM request. 
H6:  The relationship between hedonic values and WOM request is mediated by 
performance risk. 
H7:  The relationship between utilitarian values and WOM request is mediated by 
performance risk. 
3.3 Relationship between product values and WOM influence 
In addition to the importance of investigating when and why consumers disseminate or 
request WOM messages, it might be even more important to investigate the influence or the 
lack of influence of WOM messages (Bristor, 1990), and whether this influence is associated 
with hedonism and utilitarianism. It has been demonstrated in the literature by several 
studies that a positive relationship exists between perceived risk and WOM influence (Fang, 
et al., 2011; Harrison-Walker, 2001; Lin & Fang, 2006; Murray, 1991). The current study seeks 
to confirm or disconfirm this finding, and hence the following hypotheses are asserted: 
H8: There is a positive relationship between performance risk and WOM influence. 
H9: The relationship between utilitarian values and WOM influence is mediated by 
performance risk. 
 35 
 
Moreover, other findings from the literature suggest that WOM messages can also be 
influential in a low risk situation (Chevalier & Mayzlin, 2006; Day, 1971; Fang, et al., 2011). 
Seeking to explain this inconsistency, a direct positive link between hedonic values and WOM 
influence is suggested here. When individuals receive WOM messages that promote hedonic 
values related to their aspiration, joy and advancement, they tend to see the recommended 
product as an opportunity to achieve a positive outcome (Zhang, et al., 2010). This 
contention is supported by reported anecdotes in the literature that entertainment goods 
such as video games and DVD movies are more likely to be affected by WOM 
recommendation (Godes & Mayzlin, 2004). Hence, the following hypothesis is put forward: 
H10: There is a positive relationship between hedonic values and WOM influence. 
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3.4 The research model 
The research model is depicted in Figure 1 below. The research hypotheses are depicted in 
the model except Hypotheses 2, 6, 7, and 9. To recap, Hypothesis 2 postulates that there is 
no significant relationship between utilitarian values and WOM spread. A linkage is therefore 
not included in the diagram. Hypothesis 6 argues that the relationship between hedonic 
values and WOM request is mediated by performance risk. Hypothesis 7 proposes that the 
relationship between utilitarian value and WOM request is mediated by performance risk. 
Hypothesis 9 asserts that the relationship between utilitarian value and WOM influence is 
mediated by performance risk. Hypotheses 6, 7, and 9 are thus depicted in the performance 
risk box. 
 
 
Figure 1: The research model  
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4 Chapter Four: 
Methods 
Chapter Four presents a description of how the current research project was conducted. The 
chapter is made up of four concise sections. The first discusses the research design and why 
it was chosen. The second describes the sample of the current research, the sample size, and 
the way by which the sample size was determined. The third describes how data was 
collected. The third section also describes the research instrument in detail. The last presents 
the scales that were used to measure the investigated variables. 
4.1 Research design 
The current study followed a correlational design in which six variables were measured; (i.e., 
hedonic value, utilitarian value, performance risk, WOM spread, WOM request, and WOM 
influence); and in which the hypothesised relationships were tested. Prior to measuring the 
predictor variables (i.e., hedonic and utilitarian values), it was hoped that scores on the 
hedonic and utilitarian scales would have enough variation that would enable the use of 
Pearson product moment correlations. To that end, the research instrument was 
administered to 39 respondents as a pre-test to check for variation in the scores of the 
predictor variables (i.e., hedonic and utilitarian values). 
Results from the pre-test showed that scores on the hedonic and utilitarian scales did not 
exhibit range restriction. Therefore, the decision was made to continue with measuring 
hedonic and utilitarian values instead of manipulating them in an experimental design. The 
distribution of hedonic values and the distribution of the utilitarian values from the pre-test 
are shown in Appendix (A). However, before the pre-test was conducted, the possibility of 
not attaining that variation was also taken into consideration. Accordingly, if the hedonic and 
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the utilitarian scores were to have failed to have adequate variation, a quasi-experimental 
approach would have been taken.1 Clearly, this was not the case. 
4.2 Participants 
A questionnaire was administered to a convenience sample of students from a university in 
the South Island of New Zealand. This sample strategy was used mainly due to time 
constraints. Also, it is relevant to note that, in a meta-analytic review comparing the effects 
of a number of antecedents on WOM activities between a student sample and a non-student 
sample, De Matos and Rossi (2008) found no difference between the two. Giving this, along 
with the time constraints imposed on the present project, it was reasoned that the potential 
disadvantage of relying on a convenience sample would be an acceptable weakness. 
The sample size was determined by multiplying the number of variables investigated in the 
study by 30 according to the method suggested by Creswell (2005), which yielded a sample 
size of 180. Nevertheless, the research instrument ultimately was administered to 301 
participants. This increase in the sample size from what was originally calculated was driven 
by a number of issues. First, the research budget allowed the recruitment of more 
participants. Additionally, increasing the sample size is likely to reduce the probability of 
making type 2 inferential errors (Stangor, 2010). Moreover, the representativeness and the 
normality of the sample can be increased by increasing the sample size (Stangor, 2010). Out 
of the 301 questionnaires distributed, seven cases were excluded for being incomplete, 
reducing the sample size to 294 participants. One hundred seventy three participants were 
females (59%) and 119 were males (40%). Two participants did not report their gender. The 
participants’ age ranged from 17 to 61 years with a mean of 21.24 years. 
                                                          
1
 In this quasi-experimental research design, respondents would have been asked to identify four categories of 
products; products that are high on hedonic value but low on utilitarian value; products that are high on 
utilitarian value but low on hedonic value; products that are high on both values; and products that are low on 
both values. 
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4.3 Procedures and research instrument 
Participants were invited to voluntarily fill out a research instrument. This was a single sheet 
paper questionnaire comprising 25 self report questions. The task was accomplished in a 
period ranging from 7 to 15 minutes. The questionnaire asked the respondents to first 
identify a product they had previously consumed. Subsequently, the questionnaire was 
divided into three sections. These were sub-headed respectively as “Questions about this 
product”, “Pre-purchase questions”, and “Post-purchase questions”. The first section of the 
questionnaire measured the hedonic and utilitarian values of the identified product. The 
second measured the variables of performance risk, WOM request, and WOM influence. The 
third measured WOM spread. As indicated earlier, the questionnaire was initially answered 
by 39 participants as a pre-test. In addition to checking the variation of the scores for the 
predictor variables, the pre-test also aimed to check the participants’ understanding of the 
questions. A number of the comments from those who participated in the pre-test were 
taken into consideration in rephrasing some of the questions. Additionally, the questionnaire 
was given to a number of academic researchers for review, and their feedback also helped 
refine the questionnaire further. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix (B). 
4.4 Scales 
Hedonic and utilitarian values were measured by two seven-point scales adopted from Voss 
et al. (2003). Each of these two scales had five items. According to Voss et al. (2003), the 
hedonic and utilitarian values scales have good internal consistency, with reported Cronbach 
alpha coefficients of 0.93 and 0.93 respectively. In the current study, the Cronbach alpha 
coefficients are 0.93 and 0.82 respectively. A list of the products identified by participants 
along with their hedonic and utilitarian scores is shown in Appendix (C). 
Past research’s conceptualisations of performance risk in particular and of risk in general 
were reviewed in Chapter Two. Building on those conceptualisations, the variable of 
performance risk was measured using a three-item seven-point scale with a Cronbach alpha 
coefficient of 0.63. Generally, a minimum Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.70 is cited in the 
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literature as indicating a sufficient level of reliability (Devellis, 2003; Nunnally, 1978; Pallant, 
2011). However, a Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.60 has also been cited as an acceptable 
level of reliability for exploratory research (Nunnally, 1978). Focusing on a research topic 
that has not been investigated much in past research, and also seeking to establish a new 
scale of performance risk, are both factors that render the current research exploratory in 
nature. Accordingly, the reported alpha coefficient value of 0.63 reported above was 
deemed tolerable. Additionally, the use of the mean inter-item correlation to assess the 
reliability of a scale with few items has been suggested in the literature (Briggs & Cheek, 
1986). Briggs & Cheek (1986) assert that a mean inter-item correlation within the range of 
0.20 and 0.40 indicates a strong enough relationship among the items, and hence indicates a 
good reliability level. The mean inter-item correlation of the performance risk scale in the 
current research is 0.36. 
The scale used in the current study to measure WOM spread is derived from Harrison-Walker 
(2001). Harrison-Walker’s (2001) scale captures the frequency of giving WOM messages, the 
number of people told, how detailed the message was, and how favourable the message 
was. Because the current research focuses only on positive WOM, the favourableness of 
WOM messages is not measured here. Harrison-Walker (2001) uses one item to measure the 
frequency of giving WOM messages, one item to measure how detailed the message was, 
and two items to measure the number of people told. However, one of the two items used 
by Harrison-Walker (2001) to measure the number of people told was removed in the 
current research as it was thought redundant. That produced a three-item seven-point scale. 
Also, instead of presenting the items as agree/disagree statements, the wording of the items 
was changed so that they ask how often; how many people; and how much detail. The 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of the original scale as reported by Harrison-Walker (2001) is 
0.80. In the current research, the Cronbach alpha coefficient is 0.81. 
 To measure the variable of WOM request, the three aspects that were used to measure 
WOM spread was adapted. More specifically, WOM request was measured by the frequency 
of requesting WOM messages, the number of people from whom WOM messages were 
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requested, and how much detail was requested. Accordingly, the variable of WOM request 
was measured in the current research using a three-item seven point scale that yielded a 
Cronbach alpha coefficient of 0.85. 
WOM influence, in the current research, is defined as the impact on the receiver’s attitude 
towards a product resulting from interpersonal information exchange. To measure this 
variable, a three-item seven-point scale was developed. Each item captures an attitude 
component. This is in accordance with Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), who assert that the 
concept of attitude consists of three components; cognitive (i.e., thinking), affective (i.e., 
emotions), and conative (i.e., action). The Cronbach alpha coefficient of this scale is 0.89. For 
each one of the scales used in this research, a total score for the scale was calculated by 
adding together the scores of the scale’s items, and then dividing the total by the number of 
items in the scale. 
4.5 Chapter summary 
The current study used a correlational research design. This design was deemed appropriate 
after conducting a pre-test to check the variation in the scores of the independent variables. 
The research instrument was a questionnaire that consisted of 25 questions measuring the 
six variables investigated in the current study. The questionnaire was completed by a sample 
of 294 participants. The scales used to measure the research variables were mostly derived 
from the literature and modified as necessary to suit the context of this study. All the scales 
have a reliability score above 0.70 except for the scale of performance risk, which has an 
alpha of 0.63. This alpha score was considered acceptable due to the exploratory nature of 
the study. 
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5 Chapter Five: 
Results 
The Results Chapter is divided into three sections. In the first section, an overview of the 
measured variables is presented. The second section focuses briefly on the correlation 
assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity. In the third section, the results of 
the hypothesised correlations are reported. 
5.1 Descriptive data 
Table 1 presents a summary of the measured variables in the study. For each variable, the 
table displays the number of observations, the minimum score measured, the maximum 
score measured, the mean, the standard deviation, the mean inter-item correlation, and the 
Cronbach’s alpha. 
 
Table 1: Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Min Max Mean SD 
Mean 
inter-item 
correlation 
α 
Utilitarian 
value 
294 1.60 7.00 5.7082 1.08461 0.499 0.82 
Hedonic 
value 
294 1.00 7.00 5.2823 1.40215 0.722 0.93 
Performance 
risk 
294 1.00 6.67 2.9206 1.32009 0.364 0.63 
WOM 
request 
294 0.67 7.00 2.8220 1.74037 0.676 0.85 
WOM 
influence 
294 1.00 7.00 3.7018 1.78369 0.735 0.89 
WOM 
spread 
294 0.67 7.00 4.0465 1.56411 0.609 0.81 
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5.2 Correlation assumptions 
Aiming to reduce the chances of inferential errors occurring, the assumptions of normality, 
linearity and homoscedasticity were checked. To check these assumptions, graphical 
techniques were used. A few statistics have been identified in the literature to test the 
normality assumption such as the values of Skewness and Kurtosis, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
statistic, or the Shapiro-Wilk statistic (Pallant, 2011; Tabachnic & Fidell, 2007). However, 
some of these statistics are likely to be affected by the sample size in the case of large 
samples (Pallant, 2011). Moreover, Micceri (1989) found that perfectly normal distributions 
are rare in social sciences. Therefore, a distribution of scores that reasonably approximates 
normality was deemed satisfactory in the current research. To that end, normal Q-Q plots 
were generated for each variable, in which the quantiles of the data is compared with a 
theoretically ideal normal distribution. These plots are depicted in Appendix (D). 
A visual examination of the plots indicates that data in the current research were reasonably 
normal. The plots show that data points tended to fall roughly on a straight line which 
indicates an acceptable level of normality. In some plots, small deviations from the line can 
be seen on either end of the line. Such small deviations are not uncommon. 
To check the assumption of linearity, a scatter plot of observations was produced for each 
hypothesised correlation. These scatter plots are reported in Appendix (E). In addition to a 
straight line which represents linearity, a curve which represents curvilinearity was also 
included in each plot for comparison. The plots do not reveal major patterns of curvilinearity. 
Thus, it was deemed acceptable to investigate the linear associations between the variables. 
To check the assumption of homoscedasticity, residual scatter plots were used for each 
hypothesised correlation. In these plots, the standardised residuals are regressed on the 
standardised predicted values. The lack of clear systematic patterns in the plots indicates 
that there was no serious violation of the homoscedasticity assumption. These residual plots 
are shown in Appendix (F). 
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5.3 Hypotheses testing 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients between all the variables studied can be 
seen in Table 2. Hypothesis 1 postulated that a positive relationship exists between hedonic 
values and WOM spread. This relationship was found as expected. A strong positive 
correlation between hedonic values and WOM spread was found, (r = 0.489, p = 0.000). High 
levels of hedonic value were associated with higher levels of WOM spread. The result of the 
correlations indicates that hedonic value helped explain 24% of the variance in respondents’ 
scores on the WOM spread scale. Accordingly, Hypothesis 1 is supported. Hypothesis 2 
predicted utilitarian value to be unrelated to WOM spread. This proposition was statistically 
supported in this study. No significant relationship was found between the two variables, (r = 
0.093, p = 0.110). Hence, Hypothesis 2 is also supported. 
Table 2: Pearson correlation coefficients between the variables 
 
Hedonic 
value 
Performance 
Risk 
WOM 
request 
WOM 
influence 
WOM 
spread 
Utilitarian 
value 
.114* -.027 .239** .089 .093 
Hedonic 
value 
 .071 .199** .238** .489** 
Performance 
risk 
  .378** .318** .189** 
WOM 
request 
   .669** .357** 
WOM 
influence 
    .419** 
* Significant at the 0.05 level (1-tailed). 
** Significant at the 0.01 level (1-tailed). 
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Hypothesis 3 posited that there is a negative relationship between hedonic value and 
performance risk. Hypothesis 4 proposed that there is a positive relationship between 
utilitarian value and performance risk. As shown in Table 2, no significant relationship was 
found between hedonic value and performance risk, (r = 0.071, p = 0.225). Also, no 
significant relationship was found between utilitarian value and performance risk, (r = -0.027, 
p = 0.650). Therefore, Hypotheses 3 and 4 are not supported. 
As indicated in the correlation matrix, a relatively strong and significant relationship was 
found between performance risk and WOM request, (r = 0.378, p = 0.000). In other words, 
high levels of performance risk are associated with higher levels of WOM request. The results 
indicate that 14.3% of the variance in the scores on the WOM request scale was explained by 
performance risk. Thus, Hypothesis 5 is supported. Table 2 also shows performance risk to be 
strongly and significantly associated with WOM influence, (r = 0.318, p = 0.000). Stated 
otherwise, performance risk accounted for 10.1% of the variance in WOM influence. This 
lends support to Hypothesis 8. Additionally, a significant moderate positive relationship was 
detected between hedonic value and WOM influence, (r = 0.237, p = 0.000). Hedonic values 
helped explain 5.66% of the variance in WOM influence. Hypothesis 10, therefore, is 
moderately supported. 
Hypotheses 6, 7, and 9 proposed a mediation role of performance risk between some of the 
independent variables (i.e., hedonic value or utilitarian value) and some of the dependent 
variables (i.e., WOM request or WOM influence). In order for mediation to occur, the 
independent variable (IV), the mediating variable, and the dependent variable (DV) must all 
be significantly correlated to each other (Baron & Kenny, 1986). As can be seen in Table 2, 
the correlations between each of the IVs (i.e., hedonic value and utilitarian value) and the 
mediating variable (i.e., performance risk) were all insignificant. Based on that alone, it 
would be sufficient to conclude that performance risk did not play the mediation role that 
was expected in Hypotheses 6, 7, and 9. Nevertheless, mediation analyses were done to 
confirm this conclusion. In these analyses, two steps were taken. First, the outcome variable 
was regressed on the independent variable, and the standardised coefficient β was obtained 
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(i.e., Beta weight). The standardised coefficient in this step is the same as the bivariate 
correlation (r) between the two variables. Second, the outcome variable was regressed on 
both the independent variable and the mediating variable (i.e., performance risk), and the 
Beta weights were obtained. Path diagrams of mediation can be found in Appendix (G). 
In analysing the mediating role of performance risk between hedonic value and WOM 
request, a significant relationship between hedonic value and WOM request was found (β = 
0.199, p ≤ 0.001). However, after controlling for performance risk, the relationship between 
hedonic value and WOM request was still significant and it did not substantially decrease (β = 
0.173, p ≤ 0.01). Therefore, the relationship between hedonic value and WOM request was 
not mediated by performance risk. Additionally, an insignificant Sobel z-value was obtained, 
(z = 1.199, p = 0.230), which also indicates that performance risk was not a mediator 
between hedonic value and WOM request. Therefore, Hypothesis 6 is not supported. 
In analysing the mediation of performance risk between utilitarian value and WOM request, 
a significant relationship between utilitarian value and WOM request was found (β = 0.239, p 
≤ 0.001). However, after controlling for performance risk, the relationship between 
utilitarian value and WOM request was still significant and it did not decrease (β = 0.250, p ≤ 
0.001). Thus, the relationship between utilitarian value and WOM request was not mediated 
by performance risk. Furthermore, an insignificant Sobel z-value was obtained, (z = 0.449, p = 
0.6528), which also indicates that performance risk was not a mediator between utilitarian 
value and WOM request. Accordingly, Hypothesis 7 is not supported. Finally, there was no 
direct relationship between utilitarian value and WOM influence. Therefore, Hypothesis 9 is 
not supported. Table 3 on page 48 contains a summary of the research hypotheses. 
In addition to the results reported above, other interesting results can be gleaned from Table 
2 that were not hypothesised beforehand. No significant relationship was found between 
utilitarian value and WOM influence (r = 0.089, p = 0.127). That is, less than 1% of the 
variance in WOM influence is explained by utilitarian value. Additionally, a moderate positive 
relationship was revealed between utilitarian value and WOM request, (r = 0.239, p < .000), 
with a coefficient of determination of 5.7%. In contrast, a weak positive relationship was 
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found between hedonic value and WOM request, (r = 0.199, p < .000), with a coefficient of 
determination of 3.97%. Moreover, significant strong positive correlations were found 
between the three dependent variables (i.e., WOM spread, WOM request, and WOM 
influence). 
5.4 Chapter summary 
Prior to testing the hypothesised correlations, possible outliers were examined, and the 
correlation assumptions of normality, linearity, and homoscedasticity were checked. The 
correlation matrix revealed that hedonic value was positively correlated with WOM spread. 
In contrast, utilitarian value was not found to be correlated with WOM spread. No 
correlation was found between hedonic value and performance risk, nor between utilitarian 
value and performance risk. Performance risk was positively correlated with both WOM 
request and WOM influence. Also, moderately positive correlation was found between 
utilitarian value and WOM request. Conversely, weak positive correlation was found 
between hedonic value and WOM request. Moreover, hedonic value had a moderately 
positive correlation with WOM influence, whereas utilitarian value and WOM influence were 
not found to be correlated. Furthermore, positive correlations between the WOM variables 
were found. Additionally, no mediatory role of the variable of performance risk was found. 
  
 48 
 
Table 3: Summary of hypotheses 
Hypothesis statements Result 
H1)   There is a positive relationship between hedonic values 
and WOM spread 
Supported 
H2)   There is no significant relationship between utilitarian 
values and WOM spread 
Supported 
H3)   There is a negative relationship between hedonic values 
and performance risk 
Not supported 
H4)   There is a positive relationship between utilitarian values 
and performance risk 
Not supported 
H5)   There is a positive relationship between performance risk 
and WOM request 
Supported 
H6)   The relationship between hedonic values and WOM 
request is mediated by performance risk 
Not supported 
H7)   The relationship between utilitarian values and WOM 
request is mediated by performance risk 
Not supported 
H8)   There is a positive relationship between performance risk 
and WOM influence 
Supported 
H9)   The relationship between utilitarian values and WOM 
influence is mediated by performance risk 
Not supported 
H10)   There is a positive relationship between hedonic values 
and WOM influence 
Moderately supported 
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6 Chapter Six: 
Discussion and Conclusion 
Chapter Six discusses the results that were reported in Chapter Five. Chapter Six consists of 
four sections. The first presents an elaborate discussion of the results. The first section also 
links the results obtained in the current research to findings obtained in previous research. 
The second section of the chapter outlines a number of theoretical and practical implications 
of the results. Future research opportunities are identified in the third section. The fourth 
section concludes the thesis with some brief and general remarks.  
6.1 Discussion 
The reader will recall that the current research sought to investigate the relationships 
between the hedonic and utilitarian values of products and three WOM variables. Some of 
these proposed relationships were investigated as direct relationships, whilst some were 
hypothesised to be mediated by performance risk. 
As stated in the Results Chapter, the current research found that the consumer is likely to 
disseminate positive WOM messages to others when the hedonic value of a product is high. 
In contrast, the utilitarian value of a product was not found to have any effects in driving 
consumers to disseminate positive WOM messages. The positive association between 
hedonic value and WOM spread serves to confirm previous findings that were reported in 
other studies (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Babin, et al., 2005; Jones, et al., 2006). Nevertheless, 
what might be considered a new contribution to the WOM literature by the present study is 
the non-existence of a significant association between utilitarian value and WOM spread. 
This finding appears to be in contrast to previous studies that reported a positive relationship 
between utilitarian value and WOM spread (Arnold & Reynolds, 2009; Babin, et al., 2005; 
Jones, et al., 2006). Such inconsistency might be due to the difference between those studies 
and the current research in the way WOM spread was measured. While previous studies 
conceptualised WOM spread as the consumers’ intention to disseminate WOM messages, 
the current research measured actual WOM dissemination as reported by the consumers 
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themselves. The different result might also be an artefact of the sample or its mean of 
selection. 
Nonetheless, the lack of a significant relationship between utilitarian value and WOM spread 
can possibly be supported by citing the study of Ng, David, and Dagger (2011). The authors 
investigated the relationships between three types of service quality and WOM spread. They 
found that WOM spread is positively correlated with the emotive aspects of service quality, 
but not with the objective aspects of service quality (Ng, et al., 2011). 
In terms of WOM influence, it was revealed that an increase in the likelihood of a WOM 
message being influential is moderately tied to an increase in the hedonic value of the 
recommended product. In opposition, no relationship between utilitarian value and WOM 
influence was ascertained. An explanation for that might be that consumers tend to process 
information about hedonic values heuristically. Conversely, consumers might be inclined to 
process information more carefully and more analytically. 
As for WOM request, moderately good empirical evidence was found which suggests that 
the higher the utilitarian value in a product, the more likely the consumer will request WOM 
messages. The same can also be conservatively said about the association between hedonic 
value and WOM request. However, the relationship between utilitarian value and WOM 
request is stronger than the relationship between hedonic value and WOM request. Thus, 
consumers evaluating a product with utilitarian value pre-consumption are more likely to 
request WOM than consumers facing a purchase decision of a product with hedonic value. 
To the best of the author’s knowledge, no previous studies have investigated the 
relationships between products’ hedonic/utilitarian values and the constructs of WOM 
influence and WOM request. Thus, no comparison could be made with other studies. 
Nonetheless, it is hoped that the moderately supported findings in the current research 
would contribute to the advancement of knowledge in this topic. In addition to the above, 
the current study confirms the positive associations between perceived risk and each of 
WOM request and WOM influence that were also reported in previous research (East, 
Hammond, Lomax, & Robinson, 2005; Fang, et al., 2011; Harrison-Walker, 2001). 
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Three hypotheses of the current research that were not empirically supported pertain to 
performance risk as a mediator between each of the two product values and each of WOM 
request and WOM influence. A number of possible explanations could be suggested. One 
possible explanation is that the construct of performance risk was not operationalised 
adequately. This explanation has some plausibility when considering the reliability of the 
performance risk scale. While the reliability score of the performance risk scale was deemed 
tolerable, it was not as high as the other scales in the study. 
Another possible explanation is the difficulty in measuring a single perceived risk dimension 
in isolation of other risk dimensions. This standpoint lends support to those who view risk 
dimensions as interrelated (Stone & Gronhung, 1993), as opposed to those who view them 
as independent (Jacoby & Kaplan, 1972). However, the high correlations between perceived 
risk and both WOM request and WOM influence, which confirm previous findings, give some 
credence to the way performance risk is operationalised in the current research. 
Nevertheless, yet another measurement-related explanation as to why performance risk 
failed to mediate might be the time of measurement. Mitchell and Boustani (1994) argue 
that consumers’ perception of risk may differ depending on the stage of the purchase 
decision making process in which the measurement of risk was taken. Given that 
performance risk in the current study was measured post-consumption, this might have 
affected the accuracy of consumers’ perception of performance risk. It is also possible that 
the measurement was error free, but the hypotheses were not supported. 
6.2 Implications 
It is hoped that the above findings will make two primary contributions. The first is to explain 
inconsistent findings in the previous WOM literature. The second is to help marketers be 
more capable of anticipating consumers’ WOM behaviour and exploiting that to their 
advantage. This section discusses some of the current research implications. 
As was cited in the Introduction Chapter, previous research attempted to predict consumers’ 
WOM dissemination behaviour by correlating it with different variables such as new 
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products (Rogers, 1983), established products (Bristor, 1990; Day, 1971), current customers 
(Reichheld, 1996), and new customers (East, et al., 2000; Stokes, et al., 2002). However, 
there was no obvious contrast in the predictive ability of those variables which renders 
previously made conclusions in the literature inconsistent. In opposition, the stark contrast 
reported here between hedonic and utilitarian values in predicting WOM spread can be 
utilised to explain the inconsistencies of previous research. 
Furthermore, a positive WOM message has been considered in previous research as the 
ultimate factor in product success (Bristor, 1990; Godes & Mayzlin, 2004; Harrison-Walker, 
2001). Nonetheless, findings from the current study indicate that this “ultimate success” is 
likely to originate from different sources depending on product values. For hedonic values, 
this “ultimate success” seems to come from output WOM; whereas for utilitarian values, it is 
likely to be preceded by input WOM. In other words, positive WOM about the hedonic 
aspects of products is likely to be received by consumers without actively seeking it. 
Alternatively, positive WOM about the utilitarian aspects of products is likely to be received 
by consumers after actively seeking it. 
Moreover, it is hoped that this study will have some practical significance as well. More 
specifically, the contrast between hedonic and utilitarian values in predicting WOM spread 
and to a lesser extent WOM request should bear some practical relevance for marketers. 
Marketers of products with hedonic value may find it beneficial to focus on these hedonic 
values as perceived by the consumer. More specifically, with the aim of stimulating 
consumers’ voluntary positive WOM, marketers could seek to increase, revamp, or sustain 
the perceived hedonic value of their products overtime. In contrast, marketers of products 
with utilitarian values may find it beneficial to pay special attention to the satisfaction of 
particular segments of their customer base such as opinion leaders or mavens. This is 
because consumers who are regarded as opinion leaders or mavens are likely to be sought 
after by other consumers for advice. Since a consumer’s dissemination of positive WOM 
about utilitarian values is likely to be preceded by WOM request from other consumers, it 
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seems a sensible strategy for marketers to focus on those who are likely to be asked for 
advice. 
Furthermore, results of the current research might have some practical relevance for 
businesses that use customer lifetime value (CLV) in their marketing strategies. Businesses 
that employ CLV in their decision making need the consumer to report back to them how 
many referrals he or she made and whether the consumer’s purchase decision was based on 
WOM messages (Hogan, et al., 2004). The results reported thus could be helpful for 
marketers especially in situations where it is infeasible or difficult for the consumer to 
provide this information. When this information is not provided by the consumer for some 
reason, an underestimation of the consumer’s lifetime value might occur. Consequently, 
findings from the current research could be of some assistance to future research for 
estimating the consumer’s unattainable referral value. 
6.3 Future research opportunities 
Further research is invited regarding the development of a valid and reliable scale to 
measure the variable of performance risk. Additionally, further theoretical arguments are 
needed to explain the direct relationships that were found between each of the two product 
values and each of WOM request and WOM influence. In addition, the non-probability 
nature of the convenience sample that was used in the current project was a limitation of 
this research in general. Such a non-probability sample has the potential to limit the 
generalisability of the results. Thus, the current research can be replicated in the future with 
a more robust sample. 
In its investigation of WOM spread and WOM request, the current research focused on 
consumers’ post-consumption WOM spread, and pre-consumption WOM request. An 
interesting avenue for future research would be to explore consumers’ pre-consumption 
WOM spread and consumers’ post-consumption WOM request. Furthermore, as cited earlier 
in the introduction section, WOM messages were found to have more impact on consumers’ 
behaviour compared to other marketing stimuli (Day, 1971; Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955). In the 
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current research, the statement cited above might hold valid for products high on hedonic 
value, but not so for products that are high on utilitarian value. This is concluded because 
WOM influence was moderately positively associated with hedonic values but not with 
utilitarian values. Thus, perhaps the relationships between the two product values and WOM 
influence need to be revisited in future research. 
Moreover, findings of the current research could open a door for future research on CLV, if 
feasible, to develop an econometric model that provides an estimation of consumer’s 
referral value. Another future research prospect is to approach the research problem with a 
different research design (e.g. experimental design), particularly when taking into account 
the strong correlations between the three dependent variables. Additionally, future research 
could investigate the relationship between hedonic and utilitarian values and whether any 
interaction between them would have any effects on dependent variables.  Also, the current 
research could be replicated in a different cultural setting. 
6.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, the current research investigated the inherent relationships between each of 
the hedonic and utilitarian values of products and three WOM variables. This investigation 
was triggered by the fact that WOM occurs in consumers’ private life and that it is difficult to 
observe. Using the hedonic and utilitarian values of products to predict consumers’ WOM 
seems a valid strategy to get an insight into the private world in which consumers’ WOM 
occurs. The privacy of the environment in which consumers’ WOM occurs and the strategy 
used in the current research to predict WOM is analogous to the securely fortified city of 
Troy and the Trojan horse that was supposedly used by the Greeks to enter the city. 
Findings from the current research reveal a considerable contrast between hedonic values 
and utilitarian values in predicting consumers’ WOM spread. Such contrast was less 
pronounced in predicting consumers’ WOM request and WOM influence. The research kept 
away as much as possible from detailed social processes or dispositions related to the WOM 
message, the sender of WOM, or the receiver of WOM. This research endeavour might be 
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perceived as a substantial departure from the traditional way in which consumers’ WOM is 
investigated, which tends to focus on detailed social issues such as the relationship between 
the sender and the receiver. The merit of this new research stream is that it empowers 
marketers with a means to anticipate consumers’ WOM behaviour. Although, the two 
research streams need not necessarily be investigated separately. Combining the two in one 
research project could probably give an even bigger insight into consumers’ WOM behaviour.  
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Appendix (A) 
Distribution of hedonic and utilitarian values from the pre-test 
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Appendix (B) 
Thank you for your participation in this survey. This survey is voluntary. The information you provide 
is anonymous and confidential. 
First, we’d like to ask a few questions about you. 
How old are you?    ________      What is your gender?         Male         Female 
Please think of a previous purchase decision you made, with which you are satisfied, and of which 
details and circumstances surrounding the decision you remember fairly well. It can be for a product 
or for a service. 
Please write the name of this product or service, OR describe it very briefly here: 
__________________________________________ 
Questions about this product or service: 
At the two ends of every line below, you will find two opposite adjectives and a number of circles 
between them. For each pair of adjectives, please place a cross or a tick on the circle that reflects the 
extent to which you believe the adjective describes the product or service you identified above. 
 Ineffective          Effective 
 Dull          Exciting 
Not functional          Functional 
Not delightful           Delightful 
 Unhelpful          Helpful 
 Not fun          Fun 
 Unnecessary          Necessary 
 Not enjoyable          Enjoyable 
 Impractical          Practical 
 Not thrilling          Thrilling  
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For the following questions, please place a cross or a tick on the circle that best reflects your answer 
Pre-purchase questions: 
Prior to purchase, considering possible problems with the performance of this product or service, 
how much risk did you think would be involved with purchasing it? 
 Low risk        High risk 
Prior to purchase, how sure were you about this product’s or service’s ability to perform as expected? 
 Not sure at all        Very sure 
Prior to purchase, how concerned were you that this product or service will not deliver the desired 
benefits? 
Not concerned at all        Highly concerned 
How often did you seek advice or ask others about this product or service? 
 Never        Very often 
Approximately how many people did you seek advice from, regarding this product or service? 
 No one        Lots of people 
When you sought advice from others about this product or service, how much detail did you often go 
into? If you never sought advice from others about this product or service, then please don’t answer 
this question.2 
 I sought general        I sought detailed 
 advice        advice 
How much do you think your purchase of this product or service was influenced by conversations you 
had with others about it? 
                                                          
2
 When a participant did not answer this question, this was coded as zero (0). 
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 No influence        Big influence 
How much did those conversations influence the way you evaluated the features of this product or 
service (i.e., quality, price)? 
 No influence        Big influence 
How much did those conversations influence your liking of this product or service? 
 No influence        Big influence 
Post-purchase questions: 
How often did you say positive things about this product or service to others? 
 Never        Very often 
Approximately, to how many people did you say positive things about this product or service? 
 No one        Lots of people 
When you said positive things about this product or service to others, how much detail did you often 
go into? If you never told positive things to others about this product or service, then please don’t 
answer this question.3 
 I tend to speak        I tend to speak 
 about it broadly        about it in detail 
 
  
                                                          
3
 When a participant did not answer this question, this was coded as zero (0). 
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Appendix (C) 
Products identified by participants and their hedonic and utilitarian scores 
H= hedonic value U= Utilitarian value 
# Product U H  # Product U H 
1 Alcohol 5.8 6.2  40 Car 7 6.6 
2 Alcohol 3.8 7  41 Car check 6.8 1.6 
3 Alcohol - Beer 4.2 5.8  42 Cat 1.6 1.6 
4 Alcohol - Beer 4.2 6  43 Cat food 6.8 3.2 
5 Alcohol - Beer 4.4 6.6  44 CD 3.4 6.8 
6 Alcohol - Beer 4.8 7  45 Cell phone 7 6 
7 Alcohol - Beer 5.4 6.4  46 Cell phone 6 5.8 
8 Alcohol - Jim Beam 4.2 7  47 Cell phone 6.2 3.8 
9 Alcohol - OB beer 5.2 6.2  48 Cell phone 5.6 5 
10 Amazon kindle 5.2 5.4  49 Cell phone 5.2 5.4 
11 Backpack 7 7  50 Cell phone 6.6 4.2 
12 Bag 5.4 2.4  51 Cell phone 5.4 4.6 
13 Baked beans 6.2 5.8  52 Cell phone 6.2 6.2 
14 Binoculars 7 5.2  53 Chino pants 6.6 6 
15 Bodyshop 5.2 4.6  54 Chips 7 4 
16 Book 6.6 4.6  55 Chocolate 6.2 6.4 
17 Book 6.6 6.8  56 Chocolate milk 4.6 5.8 
18 Boots 4.6 5.6  57 Chocolate milk 6.4 6.6 
19 Boots 7 7  58 Clothes 5.8 4.8 
20 Bottle cage 7 2.8  59 Clothes 6.4 4.8 
21 Bottle of water 6.6 5.8  60 Clothes 5.8 5.2 
22 Bracelet 5 7  61 Clothes 4.2 4.2 
23 Bread maker 7 7  62 Clothes 5.4 6.2 
24 Bullets 6.4 7  63 Clothes 6.6 6.4 
25 Bus 5.6 3.6  64 Clothes 6.4 4 
26 Camera 5.2 4.6  65 Clothes 4.4 6 
27 Camera 6 6.4  66 Coffee 3 6.8 
28 Camera 5.6 5  67 Coffee 6.6 6.6 
29 Camera - digital 5.4 4.6  68 Coffee 4.4 4.4 
30 Car 6.6 6.4  69 Coffee 5.6 5 
31 Car 6.4 5.8  70 Coffee out 2.4 4 
32 Car 6 7  71 Coin change at bank 6.6 4.2 
33 Car 6 5.6  72 Coke drink 4.2 4.6 
34 Car 5.6 7  73 Coke drink 4.8 6 
35 Car 6.8 5  74 Computer 6.6 4.2 
36 Car 6.8 6  75 Computer - Desktop 6.4 6 
37 Car 7 6.6  76 Computer - Desktop 6.4 4.2 
38 Car 6.6 6  77 Computer - HP 3.6 2.8 
39 Car 6.6 6.8  78 Computer hard drive 6 4 
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# Product U H  # Product U H 
79 Cookie 5 5.8  124 Hair oil 7 7 
80 Cowgirl costume 4.8 4.6  125 Hair regrowth spray 6.6 6.2 
81 Crate 4.6 6  126 Hairdressing 6.8 2.6 
82 Cream buns 4.2 4  127 Handbag 7 6.8 
83 Creamed rice 5.4 5.2  128 Hat 3.2 6 
84 Cricket gloves 7 4  129 Hockey stick 6.4 4.2 
85 Cub badge 6.8 6.6  130 Homeware 6.6 3 
86 Dinner 4 5.6  131 Horse float 6.6 2.2 
87 Dinner 5.8 5.4  132 Ice cream 6.4 6.2 
88 Dinner out 3.6 5.4  133 Insulation installation 6 1.6 
89 Dinner out 5 6.6  134 iPad 5.8 5.8 
90 Dinner out 6.4 6.6  135 iPad 6.4 6.4 
91 Dinner out 5.8 6.4  136 iPhone 5.4 6 
92 Dress 3.2 6  137 iPhone 6.2 7 
93 Dress 5.4 6.6  138 iPhone 5.8 7 
94 Dress 4.4 4.6  139 iPhone 7 7 
95 Dress 5.6 7  140 iPhone 5 6.8 
96 Dress 5.2 6.4  141 iPhone 6.8 6.8 
97 Dress 5 4.6  142 iPhone 6 7 
98 Dress 4 6.2  143 iPhone 4 5.8 6 
99 Dress 4.6 5.2  144 iPhone 4 5.8 6.2 
100 Dress 4.8 7  145 iPhone 4S 5.2 5.8 
101 Dress 6.2 6  146 iPhone 4S 5.8 6.2 
102 Dress 5 6  147 iPhone 4S 4.8 6.6 
103 Electric wok 6 5.8  148 iPhone 5 6.8 7 
104 Electronics 6 5.4  149 iPod touch 6.8 6.8 
105 Energy drink - Lift Plus 5 5.2  150 Jacket 5.6 5.4 
106 F pad 7 7  151 Jacket 6 4.8 
107 Fishing rod 5.8 6  152 Jandals 7 3 
108 Flights 6.6 5.2  153 Jean shorts 2.6 3.2 
109 Flowers 3.6 6.2  154 Jeans 4.8 4.4 
110 Flowers 6.2 6.4  155 Jeans 5.8 4.8 
111 Food 6.8 6.4  156 Jeans 5.8 5 
112 Food 5.8 6  157 Jeans 3.8 4.6 
113 Food 7 7  158 Jeans 5.8 5 
114 Food 5 4  159 Jersey - Swandri 5.6 3.4 
115 Getting boots fixed 6.6 2.6  160 Keyboard 5.6 2 
116 Glass engraving 6.8 6  161 Kiwi fruit 5.2 5.2 
117 Grass seed 6.6 2  162 Laptop 6.8 6.6 
118 Grocery shopping 6.4 4.2  163 Laptop 6.8 6.2 
119 Grocery shopping 4.8 5.2  164 Laptop 7 5.8 
120 Guitar - electric 6.8 6.8  165 Laptop 7 5.2 
121 Guitar - Ukulele 4.8 6  166 Laptop 6.8 5.2 
122 Gun 5.8 6  167 Laptop 6.8 6.2 
123 Gym membership 6.2 5.2  168 Laptop 6.8 4.2 
 62 
 
# Product U H  # Product U H 
169 Laptop 5.8 5  214 Rifle 6.2 7 
170 Laptop 7 6.4  215 Rugby ball 7 7 
171 Laptop 7 7  216 Rugby boots 7 7 
172 Laptop 6.6 7  217 Rugby boots 4.8 3.2 
173 Laptop 6.4 5.2  218 Rugby boots 7 2.8 
174 Laptop 6.2 5.6  219 Saddlery items 5.6 6.6 
175 Laptop - Alienware  4.8 5.4  220 Sandwich 6 4.2 
176 Laptop - Toshiba 7 7  221 Sandwich 7 6 
177 Laptop case 6.8 4  222 Sandwich 4.6 5.4 
178 Lawn mower 6.6 5.4  223 Scone roll 5.4 6 
179 Lollies 3.8 5  224 Shoes 4 4.8 
180 Lunch 4.2 4.8  225 Shoes 5.8 6 
181 Lunch 6 5  226 Shoes 5.2 5.4 
182 Lunch 7 7  227 Shoes 6.2 6.6 
183 McDonald's 5 4.8  228 Shoes 7 4 
184 McDonald's 2 2.4  229 Shoes 5.2 5 
185 McDonald's at 3am 6 6  230 Shoes 5 5.8 
186 Meal 7 6.4  231 Shoes 5 4.2 
187 Meal 5 5  232 Shoes 5.6 2.8 
188 Meal out 6.2 6  233 Shoes 6.4 5.6 
189 Meal out 4.8 6.6  234 Shoes 5.2 5.6 
190 Milk 5.6 4.8  235 Shoes - Nike 6.6 6.6 
191 Mobile phone 6.8 5.6  236 Shoes - Nike 7 6 
192 Mobile phone 3.4 3.4  237 Shoes - sports 5.8 3.6 
193 Mobile phone 4.4 3.6  238 Shorts 6.4 5.2 
194 Music from iTune 5.2 6.8  239 Shorts - Denim 3 4.4 
195 Necklace 4.2 3.8  240 Singlet 5.8 5 
196 Notebook 5.6 2  241 Smartphone 5.6 5.6 
197 Onesies 4.8 6.2  242 Smoothie 4.6 4.6 
198 Orthodontic service 5.2 5.2  243 Snowboard 5.8 6.8 
199 Penthouse apartment 7 7  244 Snowborad 6 6.8 
200 Perfume - Viva La Juicy 6.4 7  245 Souvlaki - fast food 4.8 4.4 
201 Petrol 7 1  246 Storage garden shed 6.2 1.8 
202 Petrol 6.4 4  247 Strip club 5.4 6.8 
203 Petrol 7 3  248 Subway 4.8 5.8 
204 Petrol 7 1.6  249 Subway 5.6 6.4 
205 Petrol 7 1.6  250 Subway 6 6.2 
206 Pickup truck 6.2 6.6  251 Subway 5.2 4.2 
207 Pie 5.4 4.2  252 Subway drive through 5.6 6.8 
208 Pie 3.8 4  253 Subway sandwich 5.8 4.6 
209 Pizza 4.2 5.2  254 Sunglasses 5.6 4.8 
210 Printer 6.8 4.6  255 Sunglasses 6.6 6.6 
211 Printing 21st invitations 7 6.4  256 Sunglasses 6.6 4.8 
212 Protein powder 3.6 3.4  257 Sushi 6 6 
213 Race horse 5.2 7  258 Taxi 6.2 3 
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# Product U H  # Product U H 
259 Television 5.8 6.4  277 T-shirt 5.8 4.2 
260 Television 5.2 5  278 University education 6.2 6.4 
261 Television 7 7  279 Vacuum cleaner 6.4 2 
262 Tire 5.8 5.6  280 Video game 3.8 6.2 
263 Tissue 7 4.6  281 Video game 4.2 4.6 
264 Toothpaste 6.2 2.8  282 Video game - PS3 Skyrim 5.2 6.8 
265 Toothpaste 6.4 2.2  283 Watch 5.6 4.2 
266 Top - Adidas 6 5.6  284 Watch 6.4 4.2 
267 Top "clothing" 4.8 5.4  285 Water tank 6.2 3.2 
268 Top "clothing" 4.6 6.2  286 Waxing 6.6 3.8 
269 Torch 7 3.4  287 Weed 5.8 6.6 
270 Toy helicopter 4.4 7  288 Not mentioned 4.8 3.6 
271 Tramping pack 6.6 5.4  289 Not mentioned 1.8 2 
272 Travel wallet 6.8 3.8  290 Not mentioned 5 5.2 
273 Trousers 6 4.2  291 Not mentioned 5.6 6.6 
274 T-shirt 5.4 4.4  292 Not mentioned 5.2 5.2 
275 T-shirt 5.8 4  293 Not mentioned 6.6 4.4 
276 T-shirt 4.4 5.6  294 Not mentioned 7 7 
 
Mean of utilitarian value  =  5.7082 
Mean of hedonic value =  5.2823 
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Appendix (D) 
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Appendix (G) 
Hedonic Value 
.199*** 
WOM request  
 
(.173**) 
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Figure A: Standardised coefficients for the relationship between hedonic value and WOM 
request as mediated by performance risk. The standardised coefficient between hedonic 
value and WOM request controlling for performance risk is in parentheses. The associated 
asterisks indicate the degree of significance. (** p ≤ 0.01) (*** p ≤ 0.001) 
Utilitarian Value 
.239*** 
WOM request  
 
(.250***) 
-.027 
 
 
 
.378*** 
   
    
 
    Performance Risk   
Figure B: Standardised coefficients for the relationship between utilitarian value and WOM 
request as mediated by performance risk. The standardised coefficient between utilitarian 
value and WOM request controlling for performance risk is in parentheses. The associated 
asterisks indicate the degree of significance. (*** p ≤ 0.001) 
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